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What is The Nation's Report Card?

THE NATION'S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is
a nationally representative and continuing assessment of what America's students know and can
do in various subject areas. Since 1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in
reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, geography, and other fields. By making objective
information on student performance available to policymakers at the national, state, and local
levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation's evaluation of the condition and progress of
education. Only information related to academic achievement is collected under this program.
NAEP guarantees the privacy of individual students and their families.

NAEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics,
within the Institute of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education. The
Commissioner of Education Statistics is responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project
through competitive awards to qualified organizations.

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to oversee
and set policy for NAEP. The Board is responsible for: selecting the subject areas to be assessed,;
setting appropriate student achievement levels; developing assessment objectives and test
specifications; developing a process for the review of the assessment; designing the assessment
methodology; developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating NAEP results; developing
standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; determining the
appropriateness of all assessment items and ensuring the assessment items are free from bias and
are secular, neutral, and nonideological; taking actions to improve the form, content, use, and
reporting of results of the National Assessment; and planning and executing the initial public
release of National Assessment of Educational Progress reports.

National NAEP

National NAEP reports information for the nation and specific geographic regions of the
country. It includes students drawn from both public and nonpublic schools and reports results
for student achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12.

These assessments follow the frameworks developed by NAGB and use the latest advances in
assessment methodology. For example, NAEP assessments include a large percentage of
constructed-response questions and questions that require the use of calculators and other
materials. Innovative types of questions have been used in assessments such as the arts (theatre,
music, and visual arts) and science to measure students’ ability to perform hands-on tasks.

As the content and nature of the NAEP instruments evolve to match instructional practice, we
reduce the ability of the assessment to measure change over time in student performance. While



short-term trends can be measured in many of the NAEP subjects (e.g., mathematics, reading),
the more reliable instrument of change over time is the NAEP long-term trend assessment.

This report provides selected results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) for South Carolina’s public-school students at grades 4 and 8. Since 1992, reading has
been assessed in five different years at the state level (at grade 4 in 1992 and 1994, and at both
grades 4 and 8 in 1998, 2002, and 2003). In 2003, 53 jurisdictions participated: the 50 states,
District of Columbia, Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Schools, and Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas). South Carolina
participated and met the criteria for reporting public-school results at grade 4 in 1992 and 1994,
and at both grades 4 and 8 in 1998, 2002, and 2003.

NAEP is a project of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). For more information
about the assessment, see The Nation’s Report Card, Reading Highlights 2003 or The Nation’s
Report Card: Reading 2003, which will be available in 2004. The full set of results is available
in an interactive database on the NAEP Web site (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/).
Released test questions, scoring guides, and question-level performance data are also available
on the Web site.

Introduction

What Was Assessed?

The content for each NAEP assessment is determined by the National Assessment Governing
Board (NAGB). The development process for reading required the active participation of
teachers, curriculum specialists, subject-matter specialists, local school administrators, parents,
and members of the general public. The objectives for each NAEP assessment are described in a
“framework,” a document that delineates the important content and process areas to be
measured, as well as the types of questions to be included on the assessment. The reading
framework is available on the NAGB Web site (http://www.nagb.org/pubs/read_fw_03.pdf).

The reading framework for the 1992 and 1994 reading assessments also guided the 1998, 2000
(national grade 4 only), 2002, and 2003 assessments. This framework was developed under the
auspices of the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and directed by NAGB. In
2002, the framework was updated to provide more explicit detail regarding the assessment
design. In the process, some of the terms used to describe elements of the reading assessment
were altered slightly. It should be noted, however, that these alterations do not represent a change
in the content or design of the NAEP reading assessment.

The framework is founded on a body of research from the field of education that defines reading
as an interactive and constructive process involving the reader, the text, and the context of the
reading experience. Reading involves the development of an understanding of text, thinking
about the text in different ways, and using a variety of text types for different purposes.

Recognizing that readers vary their approach to reading different texts, the framework specifies
the assessment of reading in three contexts: reading for literary experience, reading to gain
information, and reading to perform a task. Each context for reading is associated with a range of
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different types of texts that are included in the NAEP reading assessment. All three contexts for
reading are assessed at grades 8 and 12, but reading to perform a task is not assessed at grade 4.

As readers attempt to develop an understanding of a text, they focus on general topics or themes,
interpret and integrate ideas, make connections to background knowledge and experiences, and
examine the content and structure of the text. The framework accounts for these different
approaches to understanding text by specifying four “aspects of reading” that represent the types
of comprehension questions asked of students. All four aspects of reading are assessed at all
three grades within each context for reading. The reading framework specifies the percentage
distribution of questions by grade level for each of the contexts for and aspects of reading.

The assessment contains reading materials that were drawn from sources commonly available to
students both in and out of the school environment. These authentic materials were considered to
be representative of students’ typical reading experiences. Each student in the state assessment
was asked to complete two 25-minute sections, each consisting of a reading passage and
associated comprehension questions. A combination of multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions was used to assess students’ understanding of the passages. Released NAEP reading
passages and questions, along with student performance data by state, are available on the NAEP
Web site (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/itmrls/).

Who Was Assessed?

In 2003, 53 jurisdictions participated in NAEP: the 50 states, District of Columbia, Department
of Defense Domestic Elementary and Secondary Schools, and Department of Defense
Dependents Schools (Overseas). The target sample for each state or other jurisdiction was
approximately 100 schools at a grade and approximately 3,000 students for each subject at a
grade, except in small or sparsely populated jurisdictions. The sample of schools and students
was chosen in a two-stage sampling process. First, the sample of schools was selected by
probability sampling methods. Then, within the participating schools, random samples of
students were chosen. Beginning in 2002, the national sample was obtained by aggregating the
samples from each state. The national results include the results from the states, weighted
appropriately to represent the U.S. student population. Only public schools, however, are
included in the state reports. The overall participation rates for schools and students must meet
guidelines established by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the National
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) in order for assessment results to be reported publicly.
Data are not reported to the public for a state or jurisdiction that participates but does not meet
minimum participation guidelines (see http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/participrates
.asp). Participation rates for the 2003 reading assessment are available at the NAEP Web site
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/sampledesign.asp).


http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/itmrls/

How Is Student Reading Performance Reported?

The results of student performance on the NAEP assessments are reported for various groups of
students (e.g., fourth-grade female students or students who took the assessment in different
years). NAEP does not produce scores for individual students or report scores for schools. Nor
are data produced for school districts, except that some large urban districts voluntarily
participated in the assessment on a trial basis and were sampled as states were sampled. Reading
performance for groups of students is reported in two ways: 1) average scale scores and 2)
achievement levels.

Scale Scores: Student performance is reported as an average score based on the NAEP reading
scale, which ranges from 0 to 500 and is linked to the corresponding scales in 1992, 1994, 1998,
2000, and 2002. Subscales were created to report performance on each of the contexts for
reading defined in the NAEP reading framework. An overall composite scale was developed by
weighting each of the reading subscales for the grade (two at grade 4 and three at grade 8) based
on its relative importance in the framework. This composite scale is the metric used to present
the average scale scores and selected percentiles used in NAEP reports

Achievement Levels: Student reading performance is also reported in terms of three
achievement levels—Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. Results based on achievement levels are
expressed in terms of the percentage of students who attained each level. The three achievement
levels are defined as follows:

e Basic: This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are
fundamental for proficient work at each grade.

e Proficient: This level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed.
Students reaching this level have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter,
including subject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations,
and analytical skills appropriate to the subject matter.

e Advanced: This level signifies superior performance.

The achievement levels are performance standards adopted by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) as part of its statutory responsibilities mandated by Congress. The
levels represent collective judgments of what students should know and be able to do for each
grade tested. They are based on recommendations made by broadly representative panels of
classroom teachers, education specialists, and members of the general public. As provided by
law, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), upon review of congressionally
mandated evaluations of NAEP, has determined that the achievement levels are to be used on a
trial basis until it is determined that the achievement levels are “reasonable, valid, and
informative to the public.”! However, both NCES and NAGB believe these performance
standards are useful for understanding trends in student achievement. They have been widely
used by national and state officials as a common yardstick for academic performance. The
reading achievement-level descriptions are summarized in figure 1.

Students with Disabilities (SD) and/or Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Students

The results displayed in this report and official publications of NAEP 2003 results are based on
representative samples that include students with disabilities (SD) and limited-English-proficient
students (LEP). Some of these students were assessed using accommaodations that allowed them

4



to participate. In state NAEP reading assessments prior to 1998, no testing accommodations or
adaptations were permitted for special-needs students in these samples. However, research
carried out by NAEP showed that the results for such accommodated students could be combined
with the results for nonaccommodated students without compromising the validity of the NAEP
scales in trend comparisons. Therefore, the special-needs students who typically received
accommaodations in their classroom testing, and who required these accommodations to
participate, also received them in the NAEP assessment, provided the accommodations did not
change the nature of what was tested.

In 1998, NAEP used a split sample of schools—one sample in which accommodations were
permitted for special-needs students who normally received them and another sample in which
accommodations were not permitted. Therefore, there are two different sets of results displayed
for 1998. Results for the assessment years where accommodations were not permitted in state
NAEP assessments (1992, 1994, and 1998) are reported in the same tables as the results where
accommodations were permitted (1998, 2002, and 2003). The results labeled “Accommodations
not permitted” are based on the same procedures as previously reported data. The results labeled
“Accommodations permitted” for 1998 are based on the new procedures.

Statistical comparisons are made between the results across years, regardless of accommodation
conditions, because NAEP’s statistical studies showed that these comparisons could be made and
the results remain valid. For 1998, when accommodations were permitted for one sample and not
for another sample, comparisons to both samples are available in tables and in the data tool
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/). In the text of this report, comparisons to the
1998 results are discussed only for the sample for which accommodations were permitted.

Cautions in Interpreting Results

The averages and percentages in this report have a standard error—a range of up to a few points
above or below the score—which takes into account potential score fluctuation due to sampling
error and measurement error. Statistical tests that factor in these standard errors are used to
determine whether the differences between average scores or percentages are significant. All
differences were tested for statistical significance at the 0.05 level. NAEP sample sizes have
increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller standard errors. As a
consequence, smaller differences are detected as statistically significant than in previous
assessments.

In this report, statistically significant differences are referred to as “significant differences” or
“significantly different.” Significant differences between 2003 and prior assessments are marked
with a notation (*) in the tables. Any differences in scores within a year or across years that are
mentioned in the text as “higher,” “lower,” “greater,” or “smaller” are statistically significant.

Estimates based on small subgroups are likely to have large standard errors. Consequently some
seemingly large differences may not be statistically significant. The reader is cautioned to rely on
reported differences in the tables and/or text, which are statistically significant, rather than on the
apparent magnitude of any difference. Readers are also cautioned against interpreting NAEP
results causally. Inferences related to subgroup performance, for example, should take into
account the many socioeconomic and educational factors that may affect student performance.

! No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2001).
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FIGURE | Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 4
1A

Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate an
Basic | understanding of the overall meaning of what they read. When reading text
Level | appropriate for fourth graders, they should be able to make relatively obvious
(208) | connections between the text and their own experiences, and extend the ideas
in the text by making simple inferences.

For example, when reading literary text, Basic-level fourth graders should be able to tell what
the story is generally about—providing details to support their understanding—and be able to
connect aspects of the stories to their own experiences. When reading informational text, they
should be able to tell what the selection is generally about or identify the purpose for reading it,
provide details to support their understanding, and connect ideas from the text to their
background knowledge and experiences.

Proficient | Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to
Level | demonstrate an overall understanding of the text, providing inferential as
(238) | well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade,

they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making inferences,

drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own experiences. The
connections between the text and what the student infers should be clear.

For example, when reading literary text, Proficient-level fourth graders should be able to
summarize the story, draw conclusions about the characters or plot, and recognize relationships
such as cause and effect. When reading informational text, Proficient-level students should be
able to summarize the information and identify the author’s intent or purpose. They should be
able to draw reasonable conclusions from the text, recognize relationships such as cause and
effect or similarities and differences, and identify the meaning of the selection’s key concepts.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to
Advanced | generalize about topics in the reading selection and demonstrate an
Level | awareness of how authors compose and use literary devices. When reading
(268) text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to judge texts critically
and, in general, give thorough answers that indicate careful thought.

For example, when reading literary text, Advanced-level students should be able to make
generalizations about the point of the story and extend its meaning by integrating personal
experiences and other readings with ideas suggested by the text. They should be able to identify
literary devices such as figurative language. When reading informational text, Advanced-level
fourth graders should be able to explain the author’s intent by using supporting material from the
text. They should be able to make critical judgments of the form and content of the text and
explain their judgments clearly.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment of
Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.



FIGURE | Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 8
1B

Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate a literal
understanding of what they read and be able to make some interpretations.
Basic | When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be able to identify
Level | specific aspects of the text that reflect the overall meaning, extend the ideas in
(243) | the text by making simple inferences, recognize and relate interpretations and
connections among ideas in the text to personal experience, and draw
conclusions based on the text.

For example, when reading literary text, Basic-level eighth graders should be able to identify
themes and make inferences and logical predictions about aspects such as plot and characters.

When reading informational text, they should be able to identify the main idea and the author’s
purpose. They should make inferences and draw conclusions supported by information in the
text. They should recognize the relationships among the facts, ideas, events, and concepts of the
text (e.g., cause and effect and chronological order).

When reading practical text, they should be able to identify the main purpose and make
predictions about the relatively obvious outcomes of procedures in the text.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show
an overall understanding of the text, including inferential as well as literal
Proficient | information. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be
Level | able to extend the ideas in the text by making clear inferences from it, by
(281) drawing conclusions, and by making connections to their own experiences—
including other reading experiences. Proficient eighth graders should be able to
identify some of the devices authors use in composing text.

For example, when reading literary text, students at the Proficient level should be able to give
details and examples to support themes that they identify. They should be able to use implied as
well as explicit information in articulating themes; to interpret the actions, behaviors, and
motives of characters; and to identify the use of literary devices such as personification and
foreshadowing.

When reading informational text, they should be able to summarize the text using explicit and
implied information and support conclusions with inferences based on the text.

When reading practical text, Proficient-level students should be able to describe its purpose and
support their views with examples and details. They should be able to judge the importance of
certain steps and procedures.



Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to
describe the more abstract themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading
Advanced | text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be able to analyze both meaning
Level | and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the text, and
(323) | they should be able to extend text information by relating it to their
experiences and to world events. At this level, student responses should be
thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.

For example, when reading literary text, Advanced-level eighth graders should be able to make
complex, abstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to describe the
interactions of various literary elements (i.e., setting, plot, characters, and theme) and explain
how the use of literary devices affects both the meaning of the text and their response to the
author’s style. They should be able critically to analyze and evaluate the composition of the text.

When reading informational text, they should be able to analyze the author’s purpose and point
of view. They should be able to use cultural and historical background information to develop
perspectives on the text and be able to apply text information to broad issues and world
situations.

When reading practical text, Advanced-level students should be able to synthesize information
that will guide their performance, apply text information to new situations, and critique the
usefulness of the form and content.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment of
Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.



KEY FINDINGS

For grade 4:

e The average reading scale score for students in South Carolina was 215. This was higher than
that of 1992 (210) and was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (214).

e South Carolina's average score (215) was not found to be significantly different from that of
the nation's public schools (216).

e Students' average scores in South Carolina were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 30 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students in South Carolina who performed at or above the Proficient level
was 26 percent. This was greater than that in 1992 (22 percent) and was not found to differ
significantly from that in 2002 (26 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above Proficient was
lower than that for the nation's public schools (30 percent).

For grade 8:

e The average reading scale score for students in South Carolina was 258. This was higher than
that of 1998 (255) and was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (258).

e South Carolina's average score (258) was lower than that of the nation's public schools (261).

e Students' average scores in South Carolina were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 34 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students in South Carolina who performed at or above the Proficient level
was 24 percent. This was not found to differ significantly from that in 1998 (22 percent) and
was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (24 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above Proficient was
lower than that for the nation's public schools (30 percent).

NAEP Reading 2003 Overall Scale Score and Achievement-Level Results for Public School
Students

Overall Scale Score Results

In this section student performance is reported as an average score based on the NAEP reading
scale, which ranges from 0 to 500. Scores on this scale are comparable from 1992 through 2003.

Prior to 1998, testing accommodations were not provided for students with special needs in state
reading assessments. In 1998 only, results were reported for two samples of students: one in
which accommaodations were permitted and one in which accommodations were not permitted.
Subsequent assessment results were based on the more inclusive samples. In the text of this
report, comparisons to 1998 results refer only to the sample in which accommodations were
permitted.

Tables 1A and 1B show the overall performance results of grades 4 and 8 public school students
in South Carolina and the nation. The first column of results presents the average score on the



NAEP reading scale. The subsequent columns show the score at selected percentiles. The
percentile indicates the percentage of students who performed below the score for that percentile.
For example, 10 percent of the students had scores that were lower than the score shown for the
10th percentile.

Grade 4 Scale Score Results

e In 2003, the average scale score for students in South Carolina was 215. This was not found
to differ significantly from that of students across the nation (216).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was higher than that in 1992
(210).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was higher than that in 1994
(203).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was higher than that in 1998
(209).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was not found to differ
significantly from that in 2002 (214). Similarly, the average scale score for students across
the nation in 2003 was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (217).

TABLE 1A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Selected Percentiles,
Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

Scale Score Distribution
Average 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th
Scale Score | Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile

/Accommodations not

permitted

1992  South Carolina 210(1.3)* 165(1.7)  187(1.9* 210(1.9* 234(1.3)* 254(1.8)
Nation (public) | 215(1.0) 168(2.1) 192(0.9) 217(1.7) 240(1.5) 259(2.4)

1994  South Carolina | 203(1.4)* | 152(2.3)* 177(1.7)* 206(1.4)* 232(1.1)*  253(1.9)*
Nation (public) | 212(1.1)* 156(2.2)* 187(1.5)* 217(1.1)* 241(1.1) 261(1.4)

1998  South Carolina 210(1.3)* 163(2.4) 187(2.1) 212(1.6) 235(1.5) 254(1.7)
Nation (public) | 215(0.8) 165(2.1) 192(1.0) 218(0.8) 242(1.0) 261(1.3)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998  South Carolina 209(1.4)* 161(2.4)* 185(1.7)* 211(1.4)* 235(1.6) 254(2.0)
Nation (public) 213(1.2)* 161(2.9)* 189(1.7)* 215(1.5)* 241(1.0)* 260(0.9)

2002  South Carolina 214(1.3) 167(2.9) 191(1.2) 217(1.2) 239(1.8) 258(1.8)
Nation (public) 217(0.5) 169(0.8) 194(0.6) 219(0.4) 242(0.5) 261(0.5)

2003  South Carolina 215(1.3) 169(2.4) 192(1.6) 216(1.5) 239(1.3) 258(1.6)
Nation (public) 216(0.3) 167(0.5) 193(0.4) 219(0.4) 243(0.2) 262(0.3)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. All differences were tested for statistical significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers.
Performance comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and
limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have
increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous
assessments. In addition to allowing for accommaodations, the accommodations-permitted results for national
public schools (1998-2003) differ slightly from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for
1998, due to changes in sample weighting procedures.
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992-2003 Reading Assessments.

Grade 8 Scale Score Results

e In 2003, the average scale score for students in South Carolina was 258. This was lower than
that of students across the nation (261).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was higher than that in 1998
(255).

e In South Carolina, the average scale score for students in 2003 was not found to differ
significantly from that in 2002 (258). However, the average scale score for students across
the nation in 2003 was lower than that in 2002 (263).

TABLE 1B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Selected Percentiles,
Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Scale Score Distribution

Average 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th
Scale Score | Percentile  Percentile Percentile Percentile  Percentile

IAccommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina| 255(1.3) 211(2.9) 233(2.1) 257(1.3) 278(1.0) 295(1.1)
Nation (public)| 261(0.8) 215(1.5) 240(1.3) 264(1.3) 286(0.8) 304(1.3)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina | 255(1.1)* | 212(1.6) 233(2.1) 257(2.1) 278(0.9) 295(1.3)
Nation (public)| 261(0.8) 214(2.0) 238(1.0) 264(1.0) 285(1.2) 303(1.0)

2002 South Carolina| 258(1.1) | 216(1.4)  236(1.8)  259(1.1)  280(0.9)  298(2.1)
Nation (public)| 263(0.5)* | 219(0.9)*  242(0.5)*  265(0.6)*  286(0.5)  303(0.3)
2003 South Carolina| 258(1.3) | 216(27)  237(21)  259(17)  280(1.1)  299(1.9)
Nation (public)| 261(0.2) | 215(0.5)  240(0.3)  264(0.3)  286(0.3)  304(0.3)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. All differences were tested for statistical significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers.
Performance comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and
limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have
increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous
assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.

Overall Achievement-Level Results

In this section student performance is reported as the percentage of students performing relative
to standards set by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). These performance
standards for what students should know and be able to do were based on the recommendations
of broadly representative panels of educators and members of the public. In 1998 only, results
were obtained for student samples for which accommodations were permitted and were not
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permitted. However, in the text of this report, comparisons to 1998 results refer only to the
sample in which accommodations were permitted.

Tables 2A and 2B present the percentage of students at grades 4 and 8 who performed below
Basic, at or above Basic, at or above Proficient, and at the Advanced level. Because the
percentages are cumulative from Basic to Proficient to Advanced, they sum to more than 100
percent. Only the percentage of students performing at or above Basic (which includes the
students at Proficient and Advanced) plus the students below Basic will sum to 100 percent
(except for rounding).

Grade 4 Achievement-Level Results

e In 2003, the percentage of South Carolina’s students who performed at or above the
Proficient level was 26 percent. This was smaller than the percentage of the nation’s public
school students who performed at or above Proficient (30 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level

in 2003 was greater than that in 1992 (22 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level

in 2003 was greater than that in 1994 (20 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level

in 2003 was greater than that in 1998 (22 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level

in 2003 was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (26 percent).
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TABLE 2A

Percentage of Students at or above Each Reading Achievement Level,
Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

At or above At or above
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
/Accommodations not permitted
1992 South Carolina 47(1.9)* 53(1.9)* 22(1.4)* 4(0.7)
Nation (public) 40(1.1) 60(1.1) 27(1.3)* 6(0.6)
1994 South Carolina 52(1.5)* 48(1.5)* 20(1.3)* 4(0.6)
Nation (public) 41(1.0)* 59(1.1)* 28(1.2) 7(0.7)
1998 South Carolina 45(1.8)* 55(1.8)* 22(1.2) 4(0.6)
Nation (public) 39(1.0) 61(1.0) 29(0.9) 6(0.5)
/Accommodations permitted
1998 South Carolina 47(1.7)* 53(1.7)* 22(1.2)* 4(0.6)
Nation (public) 42(1.3)* 58(1.3)* 28(1.0)* 6(0.5)
2002 South Carolina 42(1.4) 58(1.4) 26(1.4) 5(0.7)
Nation (public) 38(0.5) 62(0.5) 30(0.5) 6(0.2)*
2003 South Carolina 41(1.6) 59(1.6) 26(1.3) 5(0.7)
Nation (public) 38(0.3) 62(0.3) 30(0.3) 7(0.2)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the
following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; and
Advanced, 268 and above. All differences were tested for statistical significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded
numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance comparisons may be affected by differences in
exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and
changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in
smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments. In addition to allowing for accommaodations, the
accommodations-permitted results for national public schools (1998-2003) differ slightly from previous years’
results, and from previously reported results for 1998, due to changes in sample weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992-2003 Reading Assessments.

Grade 8 Achievement-Level Results

e In 2003, the percentage of South Carolina’s students who performed at or above the
Proficient level was 24 percent. This was smaller than the percentage of the nation’s public
school students who performed at or above Proficient(30 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level
in 2003 was not found to differ significantly from that in 1998 (22 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students who performed at or above the Proficient level
in 2003 was not found to differ significantly from that in 2002 (24 percent).
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TABLE 2B

Percentage of Students at or above Each Reading Achievement Level,
Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

At or above At or above
Below Basic Basic Proficient |  Advanced
I/Accommodations not permitted
1998 South Carolina 35(1.8) 65(1.8) 22(1.1) 1(0.3)
Nation (public) 28(0.9) 72(0.9) 31(0.9) 2(0.4)
/Accommodations permitted
1998 South Carolina 34(1.6) 66(1.6) 22(1.0) 1(0.2)
Nation (public) 29(0.8) 71(0.8) 30(1.1) 2(0.3)
2002 South Carolina 32(1.8) 68(1.8) 24(1.2) 1(0.4)
Nation (public) 26(0.5)* 74(0.5)* 31(0.6) 2(0.2)
2003 South Carolina 31(1.7) 69(1.7) 24(1.5) 2(0.5)
Nation (public) 28(0.3) 72(0.3) 30(0.3) 3(0.1)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the
following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; and
Advanced, 323 and above. All differences were tested for statistical significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded
numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance comparisons may be affected by differences in
exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and
changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in
smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.

Comparisons Between South Carolina and Other Participating States and Jurisdictions

In 2003, 53 jurisdictions participated in the reading assessment. These include the 50 states, the
District of Columbia and the two groups of Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA)
schools: Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) and Department of
Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS).

Comparisons by Average Scale Scores

Figures 2A and 2B compare South Carolina’s 2003 overall reading scale scores at grades 4 and 8
with those of all other participating states and jurisdictions. The different shadings indicate
whether a state’s or jurisdiction’s average scale score was found to be higher than, lower than, or
not significantly different from that of South Carolina in the NAEP 2003 reading assessment.

Grade 4 Scale Score Comparisons Results

Students’ scale scores in South Carolina were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 30 jurisdictions.

Grade 8 Scale Score Comparisons Results

Students’ scale scores in South Carolina were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 34 jurisdictions.
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FIGURE 2A

South Carolina’s average reading scale score compared with scores
for other participating jurisdictions, grade 4 public schools: 2003
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[ State/jurizdiction had a higher average scale score than focal state/jurisdiction

[ | State/jurisdiction was not found to be significantly different from focal stateljurisdiction
B State/jurisdiction had a lower average scale score than focal statefjurisdiction

DOESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Sehools.

DeDDS: Depariment ol Defense Dependents Schools {Overaaaa).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Inetitute of Education Selences, Natlonal Center for Edusation Statiafh
Assesament of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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FIGURE 2B

South Carolina’s average reading scale score compared with scores for other participating
jurisdictions, grade 8 public schools: 2003
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[ 5tatefjurisdiction had a higher average scale score than focal state/fjurisdiction

[ ]state/jurizdiction was not found to be significantly different from focal state/jurisdiction
B Statefjurisdiction had a lower average scale score than focal statefjurisdiction

DOESS: Department of Defense Domeslic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

DeDDS: Department of Defanse Dependents Schools {Oversass),

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Inetitute of Education Sclences, National Center for Education Siatistics, National
Assesament of Educational Progress (NMAEF), 2003 Reading Assessmenl.

Comparisons by Achievement Levels

Figures 3A and 3B permit comparisons of all jurisdictions participating in the NAEP 2003
reading assessment in terms of percentages of grades 4 and 8 students performing at or above the
Proficient level. The participating states and jurisdictions are grouped into categories reflecting
student performance compared to that in South Carolina. The jurisdictions are grouped by
whether the percentage of their students with scores at or above the Proficient level (including
Advanced) was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the
percentage in South Carolina. Note that the arrangement of the states and the other jurisdictions
within each category is alphabetical; statistical comparisons among jurisdictions within each of
the three categories are not included in this report. Cross-state comparisons are available at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/.
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Grade 4 Achievement-Level Comparisons Results

e At grade 4, 35 jurisdictions had higher percentages of students at or above the Proficient
level than that of South Carolina, 10 jurisdictions had percentages that were not significantly
different from that of South Carolina, and 7 jurisdictions had lower percentages than that of
South Carolina.

Grade 8 Achievement-Level Comparisons Results

e At grade 8, 36 jurisdictions had higher percentages of students at or above the Proficient
level than that of South Carolina, 14 jurisdictions had percentages that were not significantly
different from that of South Carolina, and 2 jurisdictions had lower percentages than that of
South Carolina.
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FIGURE 3A

Percentage of students within each reading achievement-level range, and South Carolina’s
percentage at or above Proficient compared with other participating jurisdictions, grade 4
public schools: By state, 2003
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FIGURE 3B

Percentage of students within each reading achievement-level range, and South Carolina’s
percentage at or above Proficient compared with other participating jurisdictions, grade 8
public schools: By state, 2003
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Reading Performance by Demographic Characteristics

This section of the report presents trend results for students in South Carolina and the nation by
demographic characteristics. Student performance data are reported for:

Gender

Race/ethnicity

Eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch
Type of location (2002 and later)

Definitions of NAEP reporting groups are available on the NAEP Web site
(http://nces.ed.qgov/nationsreportcard/reading/results2003/interpret-results.asp#RepGroups).

Each of the variables is reported in tables that present the percentage of students belonging to
each subgroup in the first column and the average scale score in the second column. The
columns to the right show the percentage of students at or above each achievement-level.

The reader is cautioned against making causal inferences about the performance of groups of
students relative to demographic variables. Many factors other than those discussed here,
including home and school factors, may affect student performance.

NAEP collects information on many additional variables, including school and home factors
related to achievement. All of this information is in an interactive database available on the
NAEP Web site (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/).

Gender

Information on student gender is reported by schools on rosters of students eligible to be
assessed.

Tables 3A and 3B show scale scores and achievement-level data for public-school students at
grades 4 and 8 in South Carolina and the nation by gender. In 1998 only, results were obtained
for student samples for which accommodations were permitted and were not permitted.
However, in the text of this report, comparisons to 1998 results refer only to the sample in which
accommodations were permitted.

Grade 4 Scale Score Results by Gender

e In South Carolina, male students’ average scale score was 211 in 2003. This was lower than
that of female students (219).

e In 2003, male students in South Carolina had an average scale score in Reading (211) that
was not found to differ significantly from that of male students across the nation (213).
Female students in South Carolina had an average score (219) that was not found to differ
significantly from that of female students nationwide (220).

e In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were higher in 2003
than in 1992.

e In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were higher in 2003
than in 1994.
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In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were higher in 2003
than in 1998.

In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were not found to
differ significantly in 2003 from those in 2002.

Grade 4 Achievement-Level Results by Gender

In 2003, 22 percent of males and 30 percent of females performed at or above the Proficient
level in South Carolina. The difference between these percentages was significant.

The percentage of males in South Carolina’s public schools who were at or above the
Proficient level in 2003 (22 percent) was smaller than that of males in the nation (26
percent).

The percentage of females in South Carolina’s public schools who were at or above the
Proficient level in 2003 (30 percent) was not found to be significantly different from that of
females in the nation (33 percent).

In South Carolina, the percentage of males performing at or above the Proficient level was
not found to differ significantly in 2003 from that in 1992; however, that of females was
greater in 2003 than in 1992.

In South Carolina, the percentages of both males and females performing at or above the
Proficient level were greater in 2003 than in 1994,

In South Carolina, the percentage of males performing at or above the Proficient level was
not found to differ significantly in 2003 from that in 1998; however, that of females was
greater in 2003 than in 1998.

In South Carolina, the percentages of both males and females performing at or above the
Proficient level were not found to differ significantly in 2003 from those in 2002.
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TABLE 3A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Gender, Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

At or
Percentage of| Average | Below |Atorabove| above
Students |Scale Score| Basic Basic | Proficient | At Advanced
Male
/Accommaodations not permitted
1992 South Carolina 48(0.9) 206(1.5)* | 51(2.2)* 49(2.2)* 19(1.4) 3(0.7)
Nation (public) 51(0.7) 211(1.3) | 44(1.7) 56(1.7) 24(1.5) 5(0.7)
1994 South Carolina 51(0.9) 199(1.7)* | 56(1.9)*  44(1.9* 17(1.4)* 3(0.6)
Nation (public) 51(0.7) 207(1.3)* | 47(1.5)* 53(1.5)* 24(1.3) 6(0.8)
1998 South Carolina 48(1.2) 207(1.5) | 49(2.0) 51(2.0) 20(1.7) 3(1.0)
Nation (public) 50(0.7) 212(1.2) | 43(1L.5) 57(1.5) 27(1.3) 6(0.7)
/Accommodations permitted
1998 South Carolina 49(1.3) 206(1.8)* | 51(2.0)*  49(2.0)* 20(1.6) 3(0.7)
Nation (public) 50(0.7) 210(1.4) | 45(1.3) 55(1.3) 25(1.2) 5(0.7)
2002 South Carolina 51(1.1) 209(1.6) | 46(2.1) 54(2.1) 22(L.7) 4(0.7)
Nation (public) 51(0.3) 214(0.5) | 41(0.6) 59(0.6) 26(0.5) 5(0.2)
2003 South Carolina 50(0.9) 211(1.3) | 45(1.9) 55(1.9) 22(1.3) 4(0.7)
Nation (public) 51(0.2) 213(0.3) | 42(0.4) 58(0.4) 26(0.3) 6(0.2)
Female
I/Accommaodations not permitted
1992 South Carolina 52(0.9) 213(1.5)* | 43(2.3)* 57(2.3)* 24(1.9)* 5(1.0)
Nation (public) 49(0.7) 219(1.1) | 35(1.5) 65(1.5) 30(1.5) 7(0.9)
1994 South Carolina 49(0.9) 208(1.6)* | 48(1.8)*  52(1.8)* 23(1.8)* 5(1.0)
Nation (public) 49(0.7) 218(1.2) | 36(1.3) 64(1.3) 32(1.6) 8(0.9)
1998 South Carolina 52(1.2) 214(1.6)* | 42(2.1) 58(2.1) 24(1.6)* 4(0.8)
Nation (public) 50(0.7) 218(0.8) | 36(1.1) 64(1.1) 31(1.1) 7(0.6)
/Accommodations permitted
1998 South Carolina 51(1.3) 212(1.8)* | 43(2.4)* 57(2.4)* 24(1.5)* 5(0.9)
Nation (public) 50(0.7) 215(1.4)* | 40(1.6)* 60(1.6)* 30(1.4)* 7(0.7)
2002 South Carolina 49(1.1) 218(1.3) | 37(1.6) 63(1.6) 29(1.6) 7(0.9)
Nation (public) 49(0.3) 220(0.5) | 35(0.6) 65(0.6) 33(0.6) 8(0.3)
2003 South Carolina 50(0.9) 219(1.6) | 36(2.0) 64(2.0) 30(1.6) 7(1.0)
Nation (public) 49(0.2) 220(0.3) | 35(0.4) 65(0.4) 33(0.3) 8(0.2)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 207 or
lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238—-267; and Advanced 268 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since
2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments. In
addition to allowing for accommaodations, the accommodations-permitted results for national public schools (1998-
2003) differ slightly from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for 1998, due to changes in
sample weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992-2003 Reading Assessments.
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Grade 8 Scale Score Results by Gender

In South Carolina, male students’ average scale score was 253 in 2003. This was lower than
that of female students (263).

In 2003, male students in South Carolina had an average scale score in Reading (253) that
was not found to differ significantly from that of male students across the nation (256).
Female students in South Carolina had an average score (263) that was lower than that of
female students nationwide (267).

In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were not found to
differ significantly in 2003 from those in 1998.

In South Carolina, the average scale scores of both males and females were not found to
differ significantly in 2003 from those in 2002.

Grade 8 Achievement-Level Results by Gender

In 2003, 19 percent of males and 29 percent of females performed at or above the Proficient
level in South Carolina. The difference between these percentages was significant.

The percentage of males in South Carolina’s public schools who were at or above the
Proficient level in 2003 (19 percent) was smaller than that of males in the nation (25
percent).

The percentage of females in South Carolina’s public schools who were at or above the
Proficient level in 2003 (29 percent) was smaller than that of females in the nation (35
percent).

In South Carolina, the percentages of both males and females performing at or above the
Proficient level were not found to differ significantly in 2003 from those in 1998.

In South Carolina, the percentages of both males and females performing at or above the
Proficient level were not found to differ significantly in 2003 from those in 2002.
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TABLE 3B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Gender, Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Percentage Average Below At or above|At or above
of Students | Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced
Male
/Accommodations not
permitted
1998 South Carolina| 48(1.1) 250(1.6) 40(2.1) 60(2.1) 17(1.5) 1(0.4)
Nation (public)| 51(0.5) 255(1.0) 35(1.2) 65(1.2) 24(1.0) 1(0.3)
/Accommodations
permitted
1998 South Carolina| 48(1.0) 250(1.9) 38(2.8) 62(2.8) 18(1.6) 1(0.3)
Nation (public)| 51(0.6) 253(1.0)* 36(1.3)* 64(1.3)* 23(1.1) 1(0.2)
2002 South Carolina| 49(1.1) 253(1.5) 37(2.3) 63(2.3) 19(1.6) 1(0.5)
Nation (public)| 50(0.3) 258(0.5)* 30(0.6)*  70(0.6)* 26(0.6) 2(0.2)
2003 South Carolina| 48(1.1) 253(1.5) 36(2.1) 64(2.1) 19(1.9) 1(0.4)
Nation (public)| 50(0.2) 256(0.3) 33(0.3) 67(0.3) 25(0.3) 2(0.1)
Female
/Accommodations not
permitted
1998 South Carolina 52(1.1) 259(1.5) 30(2.1) 70(2.1) 26(1.5) 1(0.4)
Nation (public)| 49(0.5) 268(1.0) 21(0.9) 79(0.9) 37(1.3) 3(0.6)
/Accommodations
permitted
1998 South Carolina 52(1.0) 259(1.3) 30(1.6) 70(1.6) 26(1.7) 1(0.4)
Nation (public)|  49(0.6) 268(0.9) 21(0.9) 79(0.9) 37(1.4) 3(0.6)
2002  South Carolina 51(1.1) 263(1.2) 26(1.9) 74(1.9) 29(1.7) 2(0.6)
Nation (public)|  50(0.3) 267(0.5) 21(0.6)*  79(0.6)* 36(0.6) 3(0.3)
2003  South Carolina 52(1.1) 263(1.6) 26(2.1) 74(2.1) 29(2.1) 2(0.8)
Nation (public)] 50(0.2) 267(0.3) 23(0.3) 77(0.3) 35(0.3) 4(0.1)

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 242 or
lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; and Advanced, 323 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since
2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

Schools report the racial/ethnic subgroup that best described the students eligible to be assessed.
The five mutually exclusive categories are White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, and
American Indian/Alaska Native.

Tables 4A and 4B show scale scores and achievement-level data for public-school students at
grades 4 and 8 in South Carolina and the nation by race/ethnicity. In 1998 only, results were
obtained for student samples for which accommaodations were permitted and were not permitted.
However, in the text of this report, comparisons to 1998 results refer only to the sample in which
accommodations were permitted.

Grade 4 Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity

e In 2003, White students in South Carolina had an average scale score that was higher than
those of Black and Hispanic students.

e The average scale scores of White and Black students in South Carolina were higher in 2003
than in 1992.

e The average scale scores of White and Black students in South Carolina were higher in 2003
than in 1994,

e The average scale scores of White and Black students in South Carolina were higher in 2003
than in 1998.

e The differences in the respective scale scores of White and Black students in South Carolina
between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be significant.

Grade 4 Achievement-Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

e In South Carolina in 2003, the percentage of White students performing at or above the
Proficient level was greater than those of Black and Hispanic students.

e The percentage of Black students in South Carolina performing at or above the Proficient
level was greater in 2003 than in 1992. The difference in the percentage of White students in
South Carolina performing at or above the Proficient level between 2003 and 1992 was not
found to be significant.

e The respective percentages of White and Black students in South Carolina performing at or
above the Proficient level were greater in 2003 than in 1994.

e The differences in the respective percentages of White and Black students in South Carolina
performing at or above the Proficient level between 2003 and 1998 were not found to be
significant.

e The differences in the respective percentages of White and Black students in South Carolina
performing at or above the Proficient level between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be
significant.
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TABLE 4A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

Percentage Average Below | At or above |At or above
of Students | Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced

'White

IAccommodations not

permitted

1992 South Carolina 57(2.0) 221(1.4)* 33(2.2)* 67(2.2)* 32(1.6) 6(1.0)
Nation (public) 72(0.9)* 223(1.4)* 31(1.5)* 69(1.5)* 33(1.8)* 8(0.9)*

1994 South Carolina 57(1.8) 218(1.4)* 36(1.7)* 64(1.7)* 30(1.8)* 6(0.9)
Nation (public) 71(0.8)* 222(1.3)* 31(1.3)* 69(1.3)* 35(1.5)* 9(0.9)

1998 South Carolina 57(1.5) 222(1.5)* 32(2.0) 68(2.0) 32(1.7) 6(1.0)
Nation (public) 69(0.8)* 224(1.0)* 30(1.3)* 70(1.3)* 36(1.2)* 8(0.7)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 56(1.5) 221(1.4)* 33(1.8)* 67(1.8)* 32(1.7) 6(1.0)
Nation (public) 64(1.9)* 223(1.1)* 31(1.3)* 69(1.3)* 36(1.2)* 9(0.7)

2002 South Carolina 55(1.4) 225(1.6) 28(2.1) 72(2.1) 36(2.0) 9(1.2)
Nation (public) 60(0.7) 227(0.3) 26(0.4) 74(0.4) 39(0.5) 9(0.3)

2003 South Carolina 55(1.9) 226(1.5) 26(1.8) 74(1.8) 36(1.8) 8(1.0)
Nation (public) 59(0.4) 227(0.2) 26(0.3) 74(0.3) 39(0.3) 10(0.2)

Black

I/Accommaodations not

permitted

1992 South Carolina 41(2.1) 194(1.6)* 67(2.2)* 33(2.2)* 7(1.2)* 1(0.3)
Nation (public) 18(0.5) 191(1.7)* 69(2.1)* 31(2.1)* 8(1.4)* 1(0.4)*

1994 South Carolina 41(1.7) 182(1.7)* 76(1.9)* 24(1.9)* 5(1.0)* 1(0.2)
Nation (public) 18(0.8) 184(1.8)* 72(2.7)* 28(2.7)* 8(0.9)* 1(0.3)

1998 South Carolina 41(1.5) 194(1.7)* 65(2.6) 35(2.6) 9(1.4) 1(0.3)
Nation (public) 17(0.5) 192(1.7)* 66(1.8)* 34(1.8)* 9(0.9)* 1(0.5)

IAccommaodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 41(1.5) 192(2.2)* 67(2.6)* 33(2.6)* 8(1.1) 1(0.5)
Nation (public) 16(1.3) 192(2.1)* 66(1.9)* 34(1.9)* 10(1.0)* 1(0.5)

2002 South Carolina 42(1.5) 199(1.8) 59(2.2) 41(2.2) 12(1.4) 1(0.5)
Nation (public) 18(0.4) 198(0.6) 61(0.7) 39(0.7) 12(0.5) 1(0.2)

2003 South Carolina 40(1.8) 199(1.4) 60(1.7) 40(1.7) 11(1.2) 1(0.4)
Nation (public) 17(0.3) 197(0.4) 61(0.5) 39(0.5) 12(0.4) 2(0.1)

Hispanic

Accommodations not

permitted

1992 South Carolina #(0.1)!1* ---(---) --(--) -=-(---) -—-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 7(0.7)* 194(2.7) 63(2.7) 37(2.7) 10(1.7)* 1(***)

1994 South Carolina 1(0.2)!* () | (=) (- ) -=-(--) ---(---)
Nation (public) 7(0.6)* 186(3.6)* | 68(3.7)* 32(3.7)* 11(2.1) 2(0.8)

1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)! ---(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) ---(---)
Nation (public) 10(0.7)* 194(2.1)* | 62(2.5) 38(2.5) 12(1.6) 2(0.6)




TABLE 4A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

Percentage Average Below | At or above |At or above
of Students | Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)!* --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(--) - (---)
Nation (public) 14(1.4)* 192(3.2) 64(3.3) 36(3.3) 12(1.7) 2(0.5)

2002 South Carolina 2(0.4) --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(--) --(---)
Nation (public) 17(0.5) 199(1.4) 57(1.4) 43(1.4) 14(0.8) 2(0.3)

2003 South Carolina 3(0.5) 205(5.7) 52(7.6) 48(7.6) 20(5.7) 3(2.0)
Nation (public) 18(0.4) 199(0.6) 57(0.8) 43(0.8) 14(0.5) 2(0.2)

IAsian/Pacific Islander

IAccommodations not

permitted

1992 South Carolina 1(0.2)! --(---) --(--) -=-(---) -=-(--) --(--)
Nation (public) 2(0.4)* 215(3.2)* | 41(5.4) 59(5.4) 23(4.9)* 4(2.5)*

1994 South Carolina 1(0.2)! ---(---) ---(--) ---(---) ---(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 3(0.5) 217(4.2) 36(4.8) 64(4.8) 34(4.6) 9(4.4)

1998 South Carolina 1(0.2)! --(---) --(--) ---(---) ---(--) --(--)
Nation (public) 2(0.4)* 218(4.5) 39(5.7) 61(5.7) 31(5.7) 10(3.6)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)! ---(---) ---(--) ---(---) ---(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.9)! 211(6.0)! 45(6.6)! 55(6.6)! 27(4.7)! 10(2.9)!

2002 South Carolina 1(0.2)! --(---) ---(--) ---(---) ---(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.2) 223(1.7) 31(2.2) 69(2.2) 36(2.1) 9(0.8)

2003 South Carolina 1(0.2) -—-(---) --(--) -=-(---) -=-(---) ---(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.2) 225(1.3) 31(1.7) 69(1L.7) 37(1.5) 11(1.2)

/American Indian

IAccommodations not

permitted

1992 South Carolina #(0.1)! -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) --(---) --(--)
Nation (public) 1(0.3)! --(---) -=-(--) --(---) --(--) --(--)

1994 South Carolina #(0.0) -=-(--) --(---) -=-(---) --(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.3)! | 212(6.9)! 40(7.3)! 60(7.3)! 31(6.9)! 7(3.9)!

1998 South Carolina #(0.0) -=-(--) --(--) -=-(---) --(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 10.2)* () ---(--) ---(---) ---(---) -=-(---)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina #(***)! -=-(---) --(---) -=-(---) --(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.2)! --(---) -=-(--) --(---) --(--) --(--)

2002 South Carolina #(0.2)! -=-(--) --(--) -=-(---) --(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.1) 207(2.0) 49(2.8) 51(2.8) 22(2.3) 5(1.0)

2003 South Carolina #(0.1)! -=-(--) --(--) -=-(---) --(---) --(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.1) 202(1.4) 53(1.9) 47(1.9) 16(1.4) 2(0.6)

--- Reporting standards are not met. Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
# Estimate rounds to zero.
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* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.
(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
I The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 207 or
lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; and Advanced, 268 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since
2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments. In
addition to allowing for accommaodations, the accommodations-permitted results for national public schools (1998-
2003) differ slightly from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for 1998, due to changes in
sample weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992-2003 Reading Assessments.

Grade 8 Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity

e In 2003, White students in South Carolina had an average scale score that was higher than
that of Black students.

e The average scale score of White students in South Carolina was higher in 2003 than in
1998. The difference in the scale score of Black students in South Carolina between 2003 and
1998 was not found to be significant.

e The differences in the respective scale scores of White and Black students in South Carolina
between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be significant.

Grade 8 Achievement-Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

e In South Carolina in 2003, the percentage of White students performing at or above the
Proficient level was greater than that of Black students.

e The differences in the respective percentages of White and Black students in South Carolina
performing at or above the Proficient level between 2003 and 1998 were not found to be
significant.

e The differences in the respective percentages of White and Black students in South Carolina
performing at or above the Proficient level between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be
significant.
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TABLE 4B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Percentage Average Below | Atorabove |Ator above
of Students Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced

'White

IAccommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 58(1.7) 265(1.1)* | 22(2.0) 78(2.0) 30(1.6) 1(0.5)
Nation (public) 68(0.6)* 269(0.9) 20(0.9) 80(0.9) 38(1.2) 3(0.5)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 58(1.6) 265(1.0)* | 21(1.4) 79(1.4) 30(1.4) 1(0.4)
Nation (public) 68(0.7)* 268(1.0) 21(1.0) 79(1.0) 37(1.3) 3(0.4)

2002 South Carolina 56(1.4) 268(1.7) 18(2.3) 82(2.3) 35(2.1) 2(0.6)
Nation (public) 64(0.6)* 271(0.5) 17(0.5) 83(0.5) 39(0.7) 3(0.3)

2003 South Carolina 54(1.8) 269(1.1) 18(1.6) 82(1.6) 35(2.0) 3(1.0)
Nation (public) 61(0.4) 270(0.2) 18(0.3) 82(0.3) 39(0.3) 4(0.1)

Black

IAccommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 40(1.7) 239(2.0) 53(3.0) 47(3.0) 8(1.1) #(***)
Nation (public) 15(0.4)* 241(1.7) 51(2.5) 49(2.5) 11(1.3) #(***)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 40(1.6) 240(1.4) 52(2.3) 48(2.3) 9(1.0) #(***)
Nation (public) 16(0.4)* 242(1.2) 50(1.8) 50(1.8) 11(1.6) #(***)

2002 South Carolina 41(1.5) 243(1.2) 50(2.2) 50(2.2) 9(1.3) #(***)
Nation (public) 15(0.4)* 244(0.8) 46(1.0) 54(1.0) 13(0.7) #(0.2)

2003 South Carolina 43(1.8) 244(1.7) 47(2.5) 53(2.5) 10(1.2) #(***)
Nation (public) 17(0.3) 244(0.5) 47(0.6) 53(0.6) 12(0.4) #(0.1)

Hispanic

IAccommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(0.2)!* --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(--) --(---)
Nation (public) 12(0.5)* 243(2.6) 47(3.3) 53(3.3) 14(1.5) #(0.2)

IAccommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)! --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(--) --(---)
Nation (public) 12(0.5)* 241(1.7) 48(2.5) 52(2.5) 13(1.0) #(0.3)

2002 South Carolina 1(0.2)! --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(--) --(---)
Nation (public) 15(0.4) 245(0.8) 44(1.3) 56(1.3) 14(0.8) #(0.2)

2003 South Carolina 2(0.5)! --(---) -—-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) ---(---)
Nation (public) 15(0.3) 244(0.7) 46(1.0) 54(1.0) 14(0.6) 1(0.2)

IAsian/Pacific Islander

Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)! --(---) ---(---) ---(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 3(0.5) 265(5.2) 25(7.7) 75(7.7) 32(6.0) 3(1.1)
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TABLE 4B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Percentage Average Below | Atorabove |Ator above
of Students Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced
IAccommodations
permitted
1998 South Carolina 1(0.3)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.6) 261(7.6) 27(9.6) 73(9.6) 30(6.1) 3(1.5)
2002 South Carolina 1(0.3)! --(---) --(---) ---(---) ---(---) ---(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.2) 265(1.7) 25(2.2) 75(2.2) 34(2.0) 3(0.8)
2003 South Carolina 1(0.2)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 4(0.2) 268(1.2) 22(1.3) 78(1.3) 38(1.7) 5(0.6)
/American Indian
IAccommodations not
permitted
1998 South Carolina #(***)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) #(0.2)!* ---(---) ---(---) -=-(---) ---(---) ---(--)
IAccommodations
permitted
1998 South Carolina #(***)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) #(0.2)!* ---(---) ---(---) -=-(---) ---(--) ---(--)
2002 South Carolina #(0.1)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.1) 252(2.5) 36(4.1) 64(4.1) 18(2.2) 1(***)
2003 South Carolina #(0.1)! --(---) --(---) -=-(---) -=-(---) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 1(0.1) 248(L.7)| 41(24)  59(2.4) 18(1.6) 1(0.3)

--- Reporting standards are not met. Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

# Estimate rounds to zero.

* Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

I The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 242 or
lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; and Advanced, 323 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since
2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.
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Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

NAEP collects data on eligibility for the federal program providing free or reduced-price school
lunches. The free/reduced-price lunch component of the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
offered through the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) is designed to ensure that children
near or below the poverty line receive nourishing meals. This program is available to public
schools, nonprofit private schools, and residential child-care institutions. Eligibility is
determined through the USDA’s Income Eligibility Guidelines, and results for this category of
students are included as an indicator of poverty. NAEP first collected information on
participation in this program in 1996.

Tables 5A and 5B show scale scores and achievement-level data for public-school students at
grades 4 and 8 in South Carolina and the nation by eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch. In
1998 only, results were obtained for student samples for which accommodations were permitted
and were not permitted. However, in the text of this report, comparisons to 1998 results refer
only to the sample in which accommodations were permitted.

Grade 4 Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

e Students in South Carolina eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score of 202. This was lower than that of students in South Carolina not eligible for this
program (228).

e Students in South Carolina eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average scale score
(202) that was not found to differ significantly from that of students in the nation who were
eligible (201).

e In South Carolina, students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score in 2003 (202) that was higher than that of eligible students in 1998 (194).

e In South Carolina, students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score in 2003 (202) that was not found to differ significantly from that of eligible
students in 2002 (201).

Grade 4 Achievement-Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

e In South Carolina, 14 percent of students who were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch and
39 percent of those who were not eligible for this program performed at or above the
Proficient level. These percentages were found to be significantly different from one another.

e For students in South Carolina who were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch, the percentage
at or above the Proficient level (14 percent) was not found to be significantly different from
the corresponding percentage for their counterparts around the nation (15 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch who
performed at or above the Proficient level for 2003 (14 percent) was greater than the
corresponding percentage for 1998 (10 percent).

e In South Carolina, the percentage of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch who
performed at or above the Proficient level for 2003 (14 percent) was not found to be
significantly different from the corresponding percentage for 2002 (14 percent).
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TABLE 5A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch,
Grade 4 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Percentage Average Below | At or above |At or above
of Students | Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced

Eligible

/Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 46(2.0)* 196(1.5)* 63(2.2)* 37(2.2)* 10(1.2)* 1(0.4)
Nation (public) 38(1.3)* 198(1.2)* 58(1.5) 42(1.5) 13(1.2) 1(0.4)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 47(2.0) 194(2.0)* 65(2.3)* 35(2.3)* 10(1.2)* 1(0.4)
Nation (public) 41(1.8) 195(1.7)* 61(1.9*  39(1.9)* 12(1.0)* 1(0.3)

2002  South Carolina 52(1.7) 201(1.6) 57(1.9) 43(1.9) 14(1.5) 2(0.5)
Nation (public) 43(0.9) 202(0.7) 54(0.8) 46(0.8) 16(0.5) 2(0.2)

2003 South Carolina 52(1.9) 202(1.2) 55(1.6) 45(1.6) 14(0.9) 2(0.4)
Nation (public) 44(0.4) 201(0.4) 56(0.4) 44(0.4) 15(0.3) 2(0.1)

Not Eligible

Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 53(1.7)* 223(1.4)* 30(2.1)* 70(2.1)*  33(L.7)* 6(1.0)
Nation (public) 54(1.9) 226(1.0)* 28(1.3) 72(1.3) 39(1.3) 10(0.9)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 52(1.7) 223(1.2)* 30(1.6)* 70(1.6)* 33(1.7)* 7(1.1)
Nation (public) 51(1.9) 226(0.9)* 28(1.0)* 72(1.00*  39(1.2) 10(0.8)

2002 South Carolina 43(1.8) 228(1.5) 24(1.9) 76(1.9) 39(1.9) 9(1.1)
Nation (public) 50(0.9)* 229(0.4) 24(0.5) 76(0.5) 41(0.7) 10(0.3)*

2003 South Carolina 47(1.9) 228(1.5) 24(1.6) 76(1.6) 39(1.8) 9(1.2)
Nation (public) 52(0.5) 229(0.3) 25(0.3) 75(0.3) 41(0.5) 11(0.2)

Information Not

Available

/Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(***)! --(---) --(---) --(--) --(---) --(--)
Nation (public) 7(1.9)! 225(4.0)! 30(4.0)! 70(4.0)! 38(6.3)! 10(2.0)!

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 1(***)! --(---) --(---) --(---) --(---) --(--)
Nation (public) 7(1.7)! 219(3.8)! 35(4.2)! 65(4.2)! 33(5.5)! 9(1.6)!

2002 South Carolina 5(.7)! 225(9.7)! 30(9.4)! 70(9.4)! 36(11.7)! 8(***)!
Nation (public) 7(0.7)* 217(2.4) 38(2.8) 62(2.8) 30(2.3) 7(1.0)

2003 South Carolina #(0.2)! --(--) --(--) --(---) ---(--) ---(--)
Nation (public) 4(0.3) 219(1.7) 35(1.8) 65(1.8) 33(1.9) 8(0.7)

--- Reporting standards are not met. Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
# Estimate rounds to zero.
Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.
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(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
I The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 207
or lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; and Advanced, 268 and above. All differences were tested for
statistical significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Performance comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and
limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have
increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous
assessments. In addition to allowing for accommodations, the accommodations-permitted results for national
public schools (1998-2003) differ slightly from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for
1998, due to changes in sample weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.

Grade 8 Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

Students in South Carolina eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score of 247. This was lower than that of students in South Carolina not eligible for this
program (268).

Students in South Carolina eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average scale score
(247) that was not found to differ significantly from that of students in the nation who were
eligible (246).

In South Carolina, students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score in 2003 (247) that was higher than that of eligible students in 1998 (240).

In South Carolina, students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average Reading
scale score in 2003 (247) that was not found to differ significantly from that of eligible
students in 2002 (245).

Grade 8 Achievement-Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

In South Carolina, 13 percent of students who were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch and
34 percent of those who were not eligible for this program performed at or above the
Proficient level. These percentages were found to be significantly different from one another.
For students in South Carolina who were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch, the percentage
at or above the Proficient level (13 percent) was not found to be significantly different from
the corresponding percentage for their counterparts around the nation (15 percent).

In South Carolina, the percentage of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch who
performed at or above the Proficient level for 2003 (13 percent) was greater than the
corresponding percentage for 1998 (9 percent).

In South Carolina, the percentage of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch who
performed at or above the Proficient level for 2003 (13 percent) was not found to be
significantly different from the corresponding percentage for 2002 (12 percent
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TABLE 5B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above
Each Achievement Level, by Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch,
Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

Percentage| Average Below Ator above | Atorabove
of Students| Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced

Eligible

/Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina | 40(1.9)* 240(2.1)* | 52(2.9)* 48(2.9)* 9(1.4)* #(***)
Nation (public) | 30(0.8)* 246(1.3) 44(1.6) 56(1.6) 15(1.0) #(***)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina | 41(1.8)* 240(1.5)* | 52(2.3)* 48(2.3)* 9(1.0)* #(0.1)
Nation (public) | 30(0.9)* 245(1.0) 45(1.3) 55(1.3) 14(1.0) #(0.1)

2002 South Carolina | 45(1.6) 245(1.5) 46(2.5) 54(2.5) 12(1.6) H#(***)
Nation (public) | 34(0.7)* 249(0.5)* | 40(0.7)* 60(0.7)*  17(0.5)* 1(0.1)

2003  South Carolina | 47(1.9) 247(1.5) 42(2.1) 58(2.1) 13(1.2) 1(***)
Nation (public) | 36(0.4) 246(0.4) 44(0.5) 56(0.5) 15(0.3) 1(0.1)

Not Eligible

/Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina | 56(2.3) 265(1.0) 23(1.4) 77(1.4) 31(1.5) 2(0.5)
Nation (public) | 58(1.8) 269(1.0) 20(1.0) 80(1.0) 38(1.4) 3(0.6)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina | 56(2.2) 266(1.1) 21(1.5) 79(1.5) 31(1.4) 2(0.4)
Nation (public) | 58(1.8) 268(1.0) 21(1.0)* 79(1.0)*  37(1.5) 3(0.5)

2002 South Carolina | 51(1.9) 268(1.5) 19(2.1) 81(2.1) 34(2.4) 2(0.7)
Nation (public) | 57(1.1) 271(0.5) 17(0.5)* 83(0.5)*  40(0.6) 3(0.3)

2003  South Carolina | 51(2.0) 268(1.3) 20(2.0) 80(2.0) 34(2.2) 3(1.0)
Nation (public) | 58(0.5) 271(0.3) 18(0.3) 82(0.3) 39(0.4) 4(0.1)

Information Not

Available

/Accommodations not

permitted

1998 South Carolina 4(2.1)! 256(4.9)! 30(9.1)! 70(9.1)! 16(5.5)! #(***)!
Nation (public) | 12(1.9)* 265(2.7) 25(3.1) 75(3.1) 35(2.9) 4(0.9)

Accommodations

permitted

1998 South Carolina 4(2.0)! 259(5.7)! 26(8.9)! 74(8.9)! 21(5.0)! #(***)!
Nation (public) | 11(1.9)* 264(2.3) 27(2.1) 73(2.1) 34(2.8) 3(1.2)

2002 South Carolina 4(2.0)! 261(5.0)! 27(4.4)! 73(4.4)! 30(5.5)! 1(***)!
Nation (public) | 10(1.0)* 264(2.5) 25(2.0) 75(2.0) 32(2.7) 4(1.9)

2003  South Carolina 2(1.0)! -=-(---) -=-(--) --(---) --(--) -=-(---)
Nation (public) 6(0.4) 262(1.0) 28(1.1) 72(1.1) 31(1.1) 3(0.5)

--- Reporting standards are not met. Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

# Estimate rounds to zero.

Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.
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(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
I The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 242 or
lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; and Advanced, 323 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since
2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.

Type of Location

Schools that participated in the assessment were classified into three mutually exclusive types of
community in which the school is located: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/small
town. These categories indicate the geographic locations of schools. Central city is geographical
term meaning the largest city of a Metropolitan Statistical Area and is not synonymous with
“inner city.”

Recently, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) introduced new methods to
identify the type of location assigned to each school in the Common Core of Data (CCD). The
new methods were put into place by NCES in order to improve the quality of the assignments,
and they take into account more information about the exact physical location of the school. The
variable was revised in NAEP beginning with the 2000 assessment; therefore, results are not
presented for assessment years prior to 2000.

Tables 6A and 6B show scale scores and achievement-level data for public-school students at
grades 4 and 8 in South Carolina and the nation by type of location.

Grade 4 Scale Score Results by Type of Location

e In 2003, in South Carolina, the average scale score of students attending schools in central
cities was not found to differ significantly from that of students in urban fringes/large towns
or rural areas/small towns.

e The differences in average scale scores of students attending schools in central cities, urban
fringes/large towns, and rural areas/small towns in South Carolina between 2003 and 2002
were not found to be significant.

Grade 4 Achievement-Level Results by Type of Location

e In 2003, the percentage of students attending schools in central cities in South Carolina who
performed at or above the Proficient level was not found to differ significantly from the
corresponding percentages for students in urban fringes/large towns and rural areas/small
towns.

e The differences in the respective percentages of students attending schools in central cities,
urban fringes/large towns, and rural areas/small towns in South Carolina performing at or
above the Proficient level between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be significant.
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TABLE 6A

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above Each Achievement
Level, by Type of Location, Grade 4 Public Schools: 2002 and 2003

Percentage | Average Below | At or above |At or above
of Students | Scale Score | Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced
Central City
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 15(1.3) 215(3.2) | 41(3.6) 59(3.6) 26(3.0) 6(1.8)
Nation (public) 28(0.4) 208(0.6) | 49(0.7) 51(0.7) 21(0.7) 4(0.3)
2003  South Carolina 18(1.5) 213(2.0) | 42(2.8) 58(2.8) 25(1.9) 4(1.0)
Nation (public) 29(0.3) 208(0.6) | 49(0.6) 51(0.6) 22(0.5) 5(0.2)
Urban Fringe/Large Town
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 33(1.4) 220(2.3) | 34(2.7) 66(2.7) 31(2.6) 7(1.7)
Nation (public) 42(0.8) 221(1.0) | 33(1.1) 67(1.1) 34(1.0) 8(0.4)
2003  South Carolina 30(2.1) 218(2.6) | 37(3.1) 63(3.1) 29(2.7) 6(1.4)
Nation (public) 41(0.5) 221(0.3) | 34(0.4) 66(0.4) 34(0.4) 8(0.2)
Rural/Small Town
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 52(1.4) 210(1.4) | 47(1.8) 53(1.8) 22(1.9) 4(0.8)
Nation (public) 30(0.7) 219(0.5) | 34(0.5) 66(0.5) 31(0.6) 6(0.2)
2003  South Carolina 52(1.9) 214(1.8) | 42(2.3) 58(2.3) 24(2.1) 5(0.9)
Nation (public) 30(0.4) 219(0.5) | 34(0.6) 66(0.6) 32(0.5) 7(0.2)

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 207 or
lower; Basic, 208-237; Proficient, 238-267; and Advanced, 268 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance
comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002
compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments. In addition to
allowing for accommodations, the accommodations-permitted results for national public schools (1998-2003) differ
slightly from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for 1998, due to changes in sample weighting
procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.

Grade 8 Scale Score Results by Type of Location

e In 2003, in South Carolina, the average scale score of students attending schools in central
cities was not found to differ significantly from that of students in urban fringes/large towns
or rural areas/small towns.

e The differences in average scale scores of students attending schools in central cities, urban
fringes/large towns, and rural areas/small towns in South Carolina between 2003 and 2002
were not found to be significant.
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Grade 8 Achievement-Level Results by Type of Location

e In 2003, the percentage of students attending schools in central cities in South Carolina who
performed at or above the Proficient level was not found to differ significantly from the
corresponding percentages for students in urban fringes/large towns and rural areas/small

towns.

e The differences in the respective percentages of students attending schools in central cities,
urban fringes/large towns, and rural areas/small towns in South Carolina performing at or
above the Proficient level between 2003 and 2002 were not found to be significant.

TABLE 6B

Average Reading Scale Scores and Percentage of Students at or above Each Achievement
Level, by Type of Location, Grade 8 Public Schools: 2002 and 2003

Percentage| Average Below | Atorabove | Ator above
of Students| Scale Score Basic Basic Proficient | At Advanced
Central City
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 18(1.7) 257(2.3) | 34(3.0) 66(3.0) 24(2.9) 1(0.7)
Nation (public) 27(0.6) 254(0.7) | 36(0.9) 64(0.9) 23(0.9) 2(0.2)
2003  South Carolina 18(2.7) 258(2.5) | 31(3.2) 69(3.2) 25(3.2) 2(0.9)
Nation (public) 27(0.4) 253(0.5) 37(0.6) 63(0.6) 22(0.5) 2(0.1)
Urban Fringe/Large Town
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 32(1.9) 264(1.6) | 24(2.2) 76(2.2) 31(2.3) 2(0.8)
Nation (public) 42(0.7) 266(0.8) | 22(0.8) 78(0.8) 35(1.0) 3(0.4)
2003  South Carolina 33(2.3) 263(2.0) | 24(2.7) 76(2.7) 28(2.4) 3(0.8)
Nation (public) 42(0.4) 265(0.5) | 24(0.4) 76(0.4) 34(0.5) 3(0.1)
Rural/Small Town
/Accommodations permitted
2002  South Carolina 50(1.5) 254(1.7) 36(3.1) 64(3.1) 20(1.6) 1(0.5)
Nation (public) 31(0.6) 266(0.6)* | 22(0.6)* 78(0.6)* 33(0.7) 2(0.4)
2003  South Carolina 49(2.6) 254(1.8) | 35(2.6) 65(2.6) 21(1.8) 1(0.5)
Nation (public) 31(0.4) 264(0.4) | 25(0.4) 75(0.4) 31(0.5) 2(0.1)

*Value is significantly different from the value for the same jurisdiction in 2003.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in

parentheses. Achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP reading scale: below Basic, 242 or
lower; Basic, 243-280; Proficient, 281-322; and Advanced, 323 and above. All differences were tested for statistical
significance at the 0.05 level using unrounded numbers. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding. Performance

comparisons may be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient

students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to

previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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Toward a More Inclusive NAEP

NAEP endeavors to assess all students selected in the randomized sampling process, including
students with disabilities (SD) as well as students who are classified by their schools as limited-
English-proficient (LEP). Some students sampled for participation in NAEP can be excluded
from the sample according to carefully defined criteria. School personnel, guided by the
student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP), as well as eligibility for Section 504 services,
make decisions regarding inclusion in the assessment of students with disabilities. They also
make decisions regarding inclusion of LEP students, based on NAEP’s guidelines. This includes
evaluating the student’s capability of participating in the assessment in English, as well as taking
into consideration the number of years the student has been receiving instruction in English.

Percentages of students excluded from NAEP may vary considerably across states, and within a
state, across years. Comparisons of results across states and within a state across years should be
interpreted with caution if the exclusion rates vary widely. The percentages of students classified
as SD or LEP in all participating states and jurisdictions are available in an interactive database
at the NAEP Web site (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/).

The results displayed in this report and in other publications of the NAEP 2003 reading results
are based on representative samples that include SD and LEP students who were assessed either
with or without accommodations, based on NAEP’s guidelines. Prior to 1998, however, in state
NAEP reading assessments no testing accommodations or adaptations were made available to the
special-needs students in the samples that served as the basis for reported results.

In the 1998 national and state reading assessments and the 2000 national (grade 4 only) reading
assessment, NAEP drew a second representative sample of schools. Accommodations were made
available for students in this sample who required them, provided the accommaodation did not
change the nature of what was tested. For example, students could be assessed one-on-one or in
small groups, receive extended time, or use a large-print test book. However, for reading students
were not permitted to have passages or test items read aloud. NAEP has used these comparable
samples to study the effects of allowing accommodations for special-needs students in the
assessments. A series of technical research papers covering various NAEP subject areas has been
published with the results of these comparisons (see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp #research).

Tables 7A and 7B display the percentages of special-needs students identified, excluded, and
assessed under standard and accommodated conditions at grades 4 and 8.

Table 8 presents the total number of students assessed, the percentage of students sampled that

were excluded, and average scale scores for all participating states and other jurisdictions at
grades 4 and 8.
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TABLE 7A

Percentage of SD and LEP Students in Reading Assessments Identified,
Excluded, and Assessed, Grade 4 Public Schools: 1992-2003

SD and/or LEP SD LEP
South Nation South Nation South Nation
Carolina (public) Carolina | (public) Carolina (public)
/Accommodations not
permitted
1992 Identified 11(0.8) 11(0.5) 11(0.8) 8(0.4) #(***) 3(0.4)
Excluded 6(0.7) 6(0.4) 6(0.7) 5(0.3) #(***) 2(0.2)
Assessed under 5(0.5) 4(0.5) 5(0.5) 3(0.4) #(***) 1(0.3)
standard conditions
1994 Identified 13(0.8) 14(0.9) 13(0.8) 11(0.7) #(0.1) 4(0.7)
Excluded 7(0.8) 6(0.4) 6(0.8) 5(0.4) #(0.1) 2(0.2)
Assessed under 6(0.7) 8(0.8) 6(0.6) 6(0.6) #(0.1) 2(0.6)
standard conditions
1998 Identified 16(0.8) 17(1.1) 16(0.9) 12(0.8) 1(0.3) 6(0.9)
Excluded 11(0.9) 10(1.0) 11(0.9) 7(0.6) #(0.1) 4(0.8)
Assessed under 5(0.9) 7(0.6) 5(0.8) 5(0.5) #(0.3) 2(0.3)
standard conditions
Accommodations permitted
1998 Identified 16(0.8) 18(1.0) 15(0.8) 11(0.7) 1(0.3) 7(0.9)
Excluded 8(0.9) 7(0.7) 7(0.9) 5(0.6) #(0.1) 3(0.4)
Assessed under 6(1.0) 7(0.6) 5(1.0) 4(0.5) 1(0.2) 4(0.5)
standard conditions
Assessed with 3(0.7) 3(0.6) 3(0.7) 3(0.4) #(***) 1(0.3)
accommodations
2002 ldentified 16(1.1) 21(0.4) 16(1.1) 13(0.2) 2(0.4) 9(0.5)
Excluded 5(0.6) 7(0.2) 4(0.6) 5(0.1) 1(0.2) 2(0.1)
Assessed under 9(0.8) 10(0.4) 8(0.7) 4(0.1) 1(0.2) 6(0.4)
standard conditions
Assessed with 3(0.6) 4(0.1) 3(0.6) 4(0.1) #(0.1) 1(0.1)
accommodations
2003 ldentified 18(0.9) 22(0.3) 16(0.7) 14(0.1) 2(0.5) 10(0.3)
Excluded 8(0.7) 6(0.2) 7(0.7) 5(0.1) 1(0.4) 2(0.1)
Assessed under 8(0.6) 10(0.3) 7(0.6) 4(0.1) 1(0.2) 7(0.3)
standard conditions
Assessed with 2(0.3) 5(0.1) 2(0.3) 5(0.1) #(0.1) 1(0.1)
accommodations

# Estimate rounds to zero.

(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SD: Students with Disabilities.
LEP: Limited-English-proficient students.

NOTE: The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in parentheses. Detail may not sum to totals because
of rounding. Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be included in both the SD
and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992-2003 Reading Assessments.
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TABLE 7B

Percentage of SD and LEP Students in Reading Assessments Identified,
Excluded, and Assessed, Grade 8 Public Schools: 1998-2003

SD and/or LEP SD LEP
South Nation South Nation South Nation
Carolina (public) Carolina (public) Carolina | (public)
Accommodations not permitted
1998 Identified 12(0.6) 14(1.0) 12(0.6) 11(0.8) #(0.1) 3(0.5)
Excluded 6(0.6) 6(0.6) 6(0.6) 6(0.6) #(0.1) 1(0.1)
Assessed under standard 5(0.5) 7(0.8) 5(0.5) 5(0.5) #(0.1) 2(0.4)
conditions
Accommodations permitted
1998 Identified 12(0.6) 14(1.0) 11(0.6) 11(0.9) #(0.2) 3(0.4)
Excluded 5(0.5) 4(0.4) 5(0.5) 3(0.4) #(0.1) 1(0.2)
Assessed under standard 5(0.7) 7(0.7) 5(0.6) 5(0.6) #(0.2) 2(0.3)
conditions
Assessed with 1(0.4) 3(0.4) 1(0.4) 2(0.4) #(***) #(0.1)
accommodations
2002  Identified 14(0.7) 18(0.3) 14(0.7) 13(0.2) 1(0.2) 6(0.3)
Excluded 5(0.5) 6(0.3) 5(0.5) 5(0.2) #(0.1) 2(0.2)
Assessed under standard 6(0.7) 8(0.2) 6(0.7) 5(0.1) #(0.1) 4(0.2)
conditions
Assessed with 3(0.5) 4(0.2) 3(0.5) 4(0.2) #(***) 1(0.1)
accommodations
2003  Identified 15(0.8) 19(0.2) 15(0.8) 14(0.2) 1(0.2) 6(0.2)
Excluded 8(0.7) 5(0.1) 8(0.7) 4(0.1) #(0.1) 2(0.1)
Assessed under standard 4(0.5) 8(0.2) 4(0.5) 5(0.1) #(0.1) 4(0.2)
conditions
Assessed with 3(0.5) 5(0.1) 3(0.5) 5(0.1) #(***) 1(0.1)

accommaodations

# Estimate rounds to zero.
(***) Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SD: Students with Disabilities.
LEP: Limited-English-proficient students.

NOTE: The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in parentheses. Detail may not sum to totals because
of rounding. Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be included in both the SD
and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998-2003 Reading Assessments.
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TABLE 8

Total Number of Students Assessed, Percentage of Students Sampled That Were Excluded,
and Average Reading Scale Scores, Grades 4 and 8 Public Schools: By State, 2003

Grade 4 Grade 8

Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average

Assessed Excluded Scale Score Assessed Excluded | Scale Score
Alabama 3,495 2 (0.4) 207 (1.7) 2,585 3 (0.4) 253 (1.5)
Alaska 2,712 3 (0.4) 212 (1.6) 2,498 2 (0.4) 256 (1.1)
Arizona 3,776 7 (0.7) 209 (1.2) 2,625 6 (0.8) 255 (1.4)
Arkansas 3,162 6 (0.7) 214 (1.4) 2,575 5 (0.5) 258 (1.3)
California 8,297 5 (0.8) 206 (1.2) 5,510 4 (0.5) 251 (1.3)
Colorado 3,466 3 (0.4) 224 (1.2) 2,710 3 (0.4) 268 (1.2)
Connecticut 3,207 5 (0.5) 228 (1.1) 2,725 4 (0.49) 267 (1.1)
Delaware 2,959 11 (0.4) 224 (0.7) 2,496 9 (0.5) 265 (0.7)
Florida 3,502 5 (0.5) 218 (1.1) 2,443 6 (0.7) 257 (1.3)
Georgia 5,353 4 (0.5) 214 (1.3) 4,219 3 (0.4) 258 (1.1)
Hawaii 3,493 4 (0.7) 208 (1.4) 2,768 5 (0.4) 251 (0.9)
Idaho 3,262 4 (0.5) 218 (1.0) 2,642 4 (0.4) 264 (0.9)
Ilinois 4,864 8 (1.0) 216 (1.6) 4,039 5 (0.6) 266 (1.0)
Indiana 3,624 4 (0.5) 220 (1.0 2,642 4 (0.5) 265 (1.0)
lowa 2,997 7 (0.9) 223 (1.1) 2,823 5 (0.6) 268 (0.8)
Kansas 3,020 3 (0.4) 220 (1.2) 2,916 4 (0.4) 266 (1.5)
Kentucky 3,239 9 (0.6) 219 (1.3) 2,800 7 (0.6) 266 (1.3)
Louisiana 2,864 6 (0.9) 205 (1.4) 2,308 6 (0.6) 253 (1.6)
Maine 2,735 7 (0.6) 224 (0.9) 2,882 5 (0.4) 268 (1.0)
Maryland 3,431 7 (0.7) 219 (1.4) 2,449 3 (0.6) 262 (1.4)
Massachusetts 4,396 4 (0.5) 228 (1.2) 3,770 4 (0.6) 273 (1.0
Michigan 3,675 7 (0.5) 219 (1.2) 2,625 6 (0.6) 264 (1.8)
Minnesota 3,407 3 (0.4) 223 (1.1) 2,605 3 (0.3) 268 (1.1)
Mississippi 3,269 6 (0.5 205 (1.3) 2,694 5 (0.6) 255 (1.4)
Missouri 3,347 8 (0.8) 222 (1.2) 2,651 8 (0.8) 267 (1.0)
Montana 2,823 5 (0.6) 223 (1.2) 2,581 5 (0.4) 270 (1.0)
Nebraska 2,694 5 (0.6) 221 (1.0) 2,476 5 (0.4) 266 (0.9)
Nevada 3,108 8 (0.8) 207 (1.2) 2,651 4 (0.49) 252 (0.8)
New Hampshire 3,182 4 (0.5) 228 (1.0) 2,868 3 (0.3) 271 (0.9)
New Jersey 3,497 5 (0.8) 225 (1.2) 2,866 3 (0.6) 268 (1.2)
New Mexico 2,787 8 (1.0) 203 (1.5) 3,061 8 (1.3) 252 (0.9)
New York 4,325 8 (0.6) 222 (1.1) 3,424 7 (0.6) 265 (1.3)
North Carolina 4,810 7 (0.6) 221 (1.0) 4,057 7 (0.6) 262 (1.0)
North Dakota 2,922 4 (0.4) 222 (0.9) 2,612 4 (0.5) 270 (0.8)
Ohio 4,631 6 (0.7) 222 (1.2) 3,414 6 (0.7) 267 (1.3)
Oklahoma 3,143 6 (0.7) 214 (1.2) 2,839 4 (0.6) 262 (0.9)
Oregon 3,176 9 (0.8) 218 (1.3) 2,561 6 (0.8) 264 (1.2)
Pennsylvania 3,497 4 (0.6) 219 (1.3) 2,792 2 (0.4) 264 (1.2)
Rhode Island 3,162 5 (0.7) 216 (1.3) 2,643 4 (0.4) 261 (0.7)
South Carolina 3,403 8 (0.7) 215 (1.3) 2,446 8 (0.7) 258 (1.3)
South Dakota 3,256 4 (0.4) 222 (1.2) 2,770 3 (0.4) 270 (0.8)
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TABLE 8

Total Number of Students Assessed, Percentage of Students Sampled That Were Excluded,
and Average Reading Scale Scores, Grades 4 and 8 Public Schools: By State, 2003

Grade 4 Grade 8

Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average

Assessed Excluded Scale Score Assessed Excluded | Scale Score
Tennessee 3,533 4 (0.6) 212 (1.6) 2,655 3 (0.3) 258 (1.2)
Texas 5,067 11 (0.9) 215 (1.0) 4,378 8 (0.7) 259 (1.1)
Utah 3,668 5 (0.6) 219 (1.0) 2,732 3 (0.5 264 (0.8)
Vermont 2,734 6 (0.4) 226 (0.9) 2,682 4 (0.4) 271 (0.8)
Virginia 3,308 10 (1.0) 223 (1.5) 2,733 9 (0.9 268 (1.1)
Washington 3,635 5 (0.6) 221 (1.1) 2,625 4 (0.5) 264 (0.9)
West Virginia 2,623 9 (0.7 219 (1.0) 2,234 9 (0.9 260 (1.0)
Wisconsin 3,048 6 (0.7) 221 (0.8) 2,566 5 (0.6) 266 (1.3)
Wyoming 2,716 2 (0.3) 222 (0.8) 2,763 2 (0.3) 267 (0.5)
DC 2,713 6 (0.4) 188 (0.9) 1,922 8 (0.5 239 (0.8)
DoDEA/DDESS 1,286 4 (0.5) 223 (1.2) 687 3 (0.6) 269 (1.4)
DoDEA/DoDDS 2,749 2 (0.3) 225 (0.6) 2,298 1 (0.2) 273 (0.7)

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500. The standard errors of the statistics in the table appear in
parentheses.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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APPENDIX A

Overview of Procedures Used for the NAEP 2003 Reading Assessment

The NAEP 2003 Reading Assessment

The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), created by Congress in 1988, is
responsible for formulating policy for NAEP. NAGB is specifically charged with developing
assessment objectives and test specifications. The design of the NAEP 2003 reading assessment
follows the guidelines first provided in the framework developed for the 1992 assessment.* The
framework underlying the 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000 (fourth grade only), 2002, and 2003 reading
assessments reflects the expert opinions of educators and researchers about reading. The
development of this framework and the specifications that guided the development of the
assessment involved the critical input of hundreds of individuals across the country, including
representatives of national education organizations, teachers, parents, policymakers, business
leaders, and the interested general public. The framework development process was managed by
the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) for NAGB.

The framework sets forth a broad definition of “reading literacy” that includes developing a
general understanding of written text, thinking about it, and using various texts for many
different purposes. In addition, the framework views reading as an interactive and constructive
process involving the reader, the text, and the context of the reading experience. For example,
readers may read stories to enjoy and appreciate the human experience, study science texts to
form new hypotheses about knowledge, or follow directions to fill out a form. NAEP reflects
current definitions of literacy by differentiating among three contexts for reading and four
aspects of reading. The contexts for reading and aspects of reading make up the foundation of the
NAEP reading assessment.

The “contexts for reading” dimension of the NAEP reading framework provides guidance for the
types of texts to be included in the assessment. Although many commonalities exist among
different types of reading contexts, different contexts do lead to real differences in what readers
do. For example, when reading for literary experience, readers make complex, abstract
summaries and identify major themes. They describe the interactions of various literary elements
(e.g., setting, plot, characters, and theme). When reading for information, readers critically judge
the form and content of the text and explain their judgments. They also look for specific pieces
of information. When reading to perform a task, readers search quickly for specific pieces of
information.

The “aspects of reading” dimension of the NAEP reading framework provides guidance for the
types of comprehension questions to be included in the assessment. The four aspects are 1)
forming a general understanding, 2) developing interpretation, 3) making reader/text
connections, and 4) examining content and structure. These four aspects represent different ways
in which readers develop understanding of a text. In forming a general understanding, readers
must consider the text as a whole and provide a global understanding of it. As readers engage in
developing interpretation, they must extend initial impressions in order to develop a more
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complete understanding of what was read. This involves linking information across parts of a
text or focusing on specific information. When making reader/text connections, the reader must
connect information in the text with knowledge and experience. This might include applying
ideas in the text to the real world. Finally, examining content and structure requires critically
evaluating, comparing and contrasting, and understanding the effect of different text features and
authorial devices.

The following figure demonstrates the relationship between these reading contexts and aspects of

reading in the NAEP reading assessment. Included in the figure are sample questions that
illustrate how each aspect of reading is assessed within each reading context. (Note that reading
to perform a task is not assessed at grade 4.)

Sample NAEP Questions, by Aspects of Reading and Contexts for

Reading Specified in the Reading Framework

Aspect of Reading

Context for Forming a Developin Making Examinin
Reading general . ping reader/text g
. interpretation . content and structure
understanding connections

. How did this What other character | What is the mood of this
Reading for . character change

. What is the L 27 that you have read story and how does the
literary from the beginning e
: story/plot about? about had a similar author use language to
experience to the end of the T
problem? achieve it?
story?
- —

. What point is the . What other event in Is this author biased? .
Reading for . What caused this . Support your answer with
. . author making history or recent news | . ? .
information . - change? Lo . information about this

about this topic? is similar to this one? .
article.
What time can Describe a situation in
Reading to you get a What must you do . Is the information in this
. which you would
perform a task | nonstop flight to | before step 3? . brochure easy to use?
X9 omit step 5.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment
of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

The assessment framework specifies not only the particular dimensions of reading literacy to be
measured, but also the percentage of assessment questions that should be devoted to each. The
target percentage distribution for contexts of reading and aspects of reading as specified in the
framework, along with the actual percentage distribution in the assessment, are presented in the
following tables.
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Target and Actual Percentage Distribution of Questions,
by Context for Reading, Grades 4 and 8: 2003

Context for Reading

Reading for Reading for Reading to
literary experience information perform a task
Grade 4 Target 55 45 t
Actual 50 50 t
Grade 8 Target 40 40 20
Actual 28 41 30

t Not applicable. Reading to perform a task was not assessed at grade 4.
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.

Target and Actual Percentage Distribution of Student Time,
by Aspect of Reading, Grades 4 and 8: 2003

Aspect of Reading

Forming a general Making Examining
understanding/ reader/text content and
developing interpretation connections structure
Grade 4 Target 60 15 25
Actual 61 17 22
Grade 8 Target 55 15 30
Actual 56 18 26

NOTE: Actual percentages are based on the classifications agreed upon by NAEP’s Instrument Development Panel.
It is recognized that making discrete classifications for these categories is difficult and that independent efforts to
classify questions have led to different results.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.

The actual content of the assessment has varied from the targeted distribution. For example, at
grade 8 reading for literary experience falls below the target proportions and reading for
information falls above the target proportions specified in the framework. The reading
instrument development panel overseeing the development of the assessment recognized this
variance but felt strongly that assessment questions must be sensitive to the unique elements of
the authentic reading materials being used. Thus, the distribution of question classifications will
vary across reading passages and reading contexts.

! National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment of
Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The Assessment Design

Each student who participated in the NAEP 2003 reading assessment received a booklet
containing three or four sections: a set of general background questions, a set of subject-specific
background questions, and one or two sets of questions assessing students’ comprehension of a
text or texts. The sets of questions assessing students” comprehension are referred to as “blocks.”
Each block contains one or more reading passages and a set of comprehension questions. At
grade 8, students were given either two 25-minute blocks or one 50-minute block. At grade 4,
however, only 25-minute blocks were used.

The blocks contain a combination of multiple-choice and constructed-response questions.
Multiple-choice questions require students to select the best answer from a set of four options.
Constructed-response questions require students to provide their own written response to an
open-ended question. Short constructed-response questions may require a response of only a
sentence or two for the answer to be considered complete. Extended constructed-response
questions, however, may require a response of a paragraph or more for the answer to receive full
credit. Each constructed-response guestion has its own unique scoring guide that is used by
trained scorers to rate students’ responses.

The grade 4 assessment consisted of ten 25-minute blocks: five blocks of literary texts and
questions and five blocks of informative texts and questions. Each block contained at least one
passage corresponding to one of the contexts for reading and 9—12 multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. In most blocks, one of the constructed-response questions
required an extended response. As a whole, the 2003 fourth-grade assessment consisted of 49
multiple-choice questions, 45 short constructed-response questions, and 8 extended constructed-
response questions.

The grade 8 assessment consisted of twelve 25-minute blocks (four literary, four informative,
and four to perform a task) and one 50-minute block (informative). Each block contained at least
one passage corresponding to one of the contexts for reading and 9-13 multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. Most blocks contained at least one extended constructed-
response question. As a whole, the eighth-grade assessment consisted of 58 multiple-choice
questions, 68 short constructed-response questions, and 15 extended constructed-response
questions.

The assessment design allowed maximum coverage of a range of reading abilities at each grade,
while minimizing the time burden for any one student. This was accomplished through the use of
matrix sampling of items in which representative samples of students took various portions of the
entire pool of assessment questions. Individual students are required to take only a small portion,
but the aggregate results across the entire assessment allow broad reporting of reading abilities
for the targeted population.

In addition to matrix sampling, the assessment design utilized a procedure for distributing blocks
across booklets that controlled for position and context effects. Students receive different blocks
of passages and comprehension questions in their booklets according to a procedure called
“partially balanced incomplete block (pBIB) spiraling.” This procedure assigned blocks of
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questions in a manner that balanced the positioning of blocks across booklets and balanced the
pairing of blocks within booklets according to the context for reading. Blocks were balanced
within each context for reading and were partially balanced across contexts for reading. The
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the booklets for administration so that, typically, only a
few students in any assessment session receive the same booklet.

In addition to the student assessment booklets, three other instruments provided data relating to
the assessment: a teacher questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a questionnaire for students
with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students (SD/LEP). The teacher questionnaire
was administered to teachers of fourth- and eighth-grade students participating in the assessment
and included questions about the teacher’s background and classroom organization. The fourth-
grade teacher questionnaire also included questions on reading instruction. The school
questionnaire was given to the principal or other administrator in each participating school and
included questions related to school characteristics, policies, programs, and the composition and
background of the student body.

The SD/LEP questionnaire was completed by a school staff member knowledgeable about those
students selected to participate in the assessment who were identified as having an Individualized
Education Program (IEP) or equivalent plan (for reasons other than being gifted or talented) or
having limited English proficiency. An SD/LEP questionnaire was completed for each identified
student regardless of whether the student participated in the assessment. Each SD/LEP
questionnaire took approximately three minutes to complete and asked about the student and the
special-education programs in which he or she participated.

Data Collection and Scoring

The NAEP 2003 reading assessment was conducted from January to March 2003 by contractors
to the U.S. Department of Education. Trained field staff from Westat conducted the data
collection. Materials from the 2003 assessment were shipped to Pearson, where trained staff
evaluated the responses to the constructed-response questions using scoring rubrics, or guides,
prepared by Educational Testing Service (ETS). Each constructed-response question had a
unique scoring guide that defined the criteria used to evaluate students’ responses. Short
constructed-response questions were scored as either acceptable or unacceptable, or were rated
according to three-level guides that permitted partial credit. Extended constructed-response
questions were evaluated with four-level guides.

For the 2003 reading assessment, 3,913,147 constructed responses were scored. This number
includes rescoring to monitor interrater reliability. The within-year average percentage of exact
agreement for the 2003 national reliability sample was 90 percent at both fourth and eighth
grades.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling
After the professional scoring, all information was transcribed into the NAEP database at ETS.

Each processing activity was conducted with rigorous quality control. After the assessment
information was compiled in the database, the data were weighted according to the population
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structure. The weighting for the national and state samples reflected the probability of selection
for each student as a result of the sampling design, adjusted for nonresponse. *

Analyses were then conducted to determine the percentages of students who gave various
responses to each cognitive and background question. In determining these percentages for the
cognitive questions, a distinction was made between missing responses at the end of a block (i.e.,
missing responses after the last question the student answered) and missing responses before the
last observed response. Missing responses before the last observed response were considered
intentional omissions. In analysis, omitted responses to multiple-choice items were scored as
fractionally correct.? Omitted responses for constructed-response items were placed into the
lowest score category. Missing responses after the last observed response were considered “not
reached” and treated as if the questions had not been presented to the student. In calculating
response percentages for each question, only students classified as having been presented the
question were included in the denominator of the statistic.

It is standard NAEP practice to treat all nonrespondents to the last question in a block as if they
had not reached the question. For multiple-choice and short constructed-response questions, this
practice produces a reasonable pattern of results in that the proportion reaching the last question
is not dramatically smaller than the proportion reaching the next-to-last question. However, for
reading blocks that ended with extended constructed-response questions, there may be extremely
large drops in the proportion of students attempting some of the final questions. Therefore, for
blocks ending with an extended constructed-response question, students who answered the next-
to-last question but did not respond to the extended constructed-response question were
classified as having intentionally omitted the last question.

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to estimate average reading scale scores for the nation
and for various subgroups of interest within the nation. IRT models the probability of answering
a question in a certain way as a mathematical function of proficiency or skill. The main purpose
of IRT analysis is to provide a common scale on which performance can be compared among
groups such as those defined by characteristics, including gender and race/ethnicity, even when
students receive different blocks of items. One desirable feature of IRT is that it locates items
and students on this common scale. In contrast to classical test theory, IRT does not rely solely
on the total number of correct item responses, but uses the particular patterns of student
responses to items in determining the student location on the scale. As a result, adding items that
function at a particular point on the scale to the assessment does not change the location of the
students on the scale, even though students may respond correctly to more items. It does increase
the relative precision with which students are measured, particularly those students whose scale
locations are close to the additional items.

The results for 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2003 are presented on the NAEP composite
reading scale, developed in 1992. For the NAEP 1992 reading assessment, a scale ranging from 0
to 500 was created to report performance for each reading context: literary and informative at
grade 4; and literary, informative, and task oriented at grade 8. The scales summarize student
performance across all three types of questions in the assessment (multiple-choice, short
constructed-response, and extended constructed-response).
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Each reading scale was initially based on the distribution of student performance across all three
grades in the 1992 national assessment (grades 4, 8, and 12) and had an average of 250 and a
standard deviation of 50. The composite scale was created as an overall measure of students’
reading performance. This composite scale is a weighted average of the three separate scales for
the reading contexts (two at grade 4). The weight for each reading context is proportional to the
relative importance assigned to the reading context by the specifications developed through the
consensus planning process and given in the framework.

In producing the reading scales, three distinct IRT models were used. Multiple-choice questions
were scaled using the three-parameter logistic (3PL) model; short constructed-response questions
rated as acceptable or unacceptable were scaled using the two-parameter logistic (2PL) model;
and short constructed-response questions rated according to a three-level guide, as well as
extended constructed-response questions rated on a four-level guide, were scaled using a
generalized partial credit (GPC) model.? Developed by ETS and first used in 1992, the GPC
model permits the scaling of questions scored according to multipoint rating schemes. The model
takes full advantage of the information available from each of the student response categories
used for these more complex constructed-response questions.

The reading scale is composed of three types of questions: multiple-choice, short constructed-
response (scored either dichotomously or allowing for partial credit), and extended constructed-
response (scored according to a partial-credit model). Unfortunately, the question of how much
information different types of questions contribute to the reading scale has no simple answer.
The information provided by a given question is determined by the IRT model used to scale the
question. It is a function of the item parameters and varies by level of reading proficiency.* Thus,
the answer to the query “How much information do the different types of questions provide?”
will differ for each level of reading performance. When considering the composite reading scale,
the answer is even more complicated. The reading data are scaled separately by the two contexts
for reading (reading for literary experience and reading for information) for grade 4, and the
three contexts for reading (reading for literary experience, reading for information, and reading
to perform a task) for grade 8, resulting in two or three separate subscales at each grade. The
composite scale is a weighted combination of these subscales. IRT information functions are
only strictly comparable when the item parameters are estimated together. Because the
composite scale is based on three separate estimation runs, there is no direct way to compare the
information provided by the questions on the composite scale.

Because of the NAEP pBIB spiraling design, students do not receive enough questions about a
specific topic to provide reliable information about individual performance. Traditional test
scores for individual students, even those based on IRT, would result in misleading estimates of
population characteristics, such as subgroup means and percentages of students at or above a
certain scale-score level. However, it is NAEP’s goal to estimate these population characteristics.
NAEP’s objectives can be achieved with methodologies that produce estimates of the
population-level parameters directly, without the intermediary computation of estimates of
individuals. This is accomplished using marginal estimation scaling model techniques for latent
variables.®> Under the assumptions of the scaling models, these population estimates will be
consistent in the sense that the estimates approach the model-based population values as the
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sample size increases. This would not be the case for population estimates obtained by
aggregating optimal estimates of individual performance.®

! Weighting procedures are described more fully under the topic “Weighting and Variance Estimation.”

Lord, F. M. (1980). Applications of Item Response Theory to Practical Testing Problems, p. 229. Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

3 Muraki, E. (1992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model: Application of an EM Algorithm. Applied Psychological
Measurement, 16(2), 159-176.

4 Donoghue, J. R. (1994). An Empirical Examination of the IRT Information of Polytomously Scored Reading Items
Under the Generalized Partial Credit Model. Journal of Educational Measurement, 31(4), 295-311{

° Mislevy, R. J., and Sheehan, K. M. (1987). Marginal Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Beaton (Ed.). Implementing
the New Design: The NAEP 1983-1984 Technical Report (Report No. 15-TR-20), pp. 260-293. Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service.

® For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R. J. (1988). Randomization
Based Inferences About Latent Variables from Complex Samples. Psychometrika, 56(2), 177-196. For additional
discussion, see Thomas, N. (1993). Asymptotic Corrections for Multivariate Posterior Moments with Factored
Likelihood Functions. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 25, 351-372. Also see Mazzeo, J.,
Donoghue, J. R., and Johnson, M. (under review). Marginal Estimation in NAEP: Current Operational Procedures
and AM.

Weighting and Variance Estimation

A complex sampling design was used to select the students who were assessed. The properties of
a sample selected through such a design could be very different from those of a simple random
sample, in which every student in the target population has an equal chance of selection and in
which the observations from different sampled students can be considered to be statistically
independent of one another. Therefore, the properties of the sample for the data collection design
were taken into account during the analysis of the assessment data.

One way that the properties of the sample design were addressed was by using sampling weights
to account for the fact that the probabilities of selection were not identical for all students. All
population and subpopulation characteristics based on the assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included adjustments for school and student nonresponse.

Prior to 2002, the national samples used weights that had been poststratified to the Census or
Current Population Survey (CPS) totals for the populations being assessed. Due to concerns
about the availability of appropriate targets for poststratification as a result of changes in the
reporting of race in the 2000 census, nonpoststratified weights have been used in the analysis of
national samples since 2002. The state NAEP samples have always been analyzed using non-
poststratified weights, since there were no targets available from CPS to use in poststratification.

Not only must appropriate estimates of population characteristics be derived, but appropriate
measures of the degree of uncertainty must be obtained for those statistics. Two components of
uncertainty are accounted for in the variability of statistics based on student ability: 1) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively small number of students, and 2) the uncertainty
due to sampling only a portion of the cognitive domain of interest. The first component accounts
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for the variability associated with the estimated percentages of students who had certain
background characteristics or who answered a certain cognitive question correctly.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling procedures, conventional formulas for estimating
sampling variability that assume simple random sampling are inappropriate. NAEP uses a
jackknife replication procedure to estimate standard errors. The jackknife standard error provides
a reasonable measure of uncertainty for any student information that can be observed without
error. However, because each student typically responds to only a few questions within any
theme of reading, the scale score for any single student would be imprecise. In this case, NAEP’s
marginal estimation methodology can be used to describe the performance of groups and
subgroups of students. The estimate of the variance of the students’ posterior scale score
distributions (which reflect the imprecision due to lack of measurement accuracy) is computed.
This component of variability is then included in the standard errors of NAEP scale scores.*

Typically, when the standard error is based on a small number of students or when the group of
students is enrolled in a small number of schools, the amount of uncertainty associated with the
estimation of standard errors may be quite large. Estimates of standard errors subject to a large
degree of uncertainty are followed on the tables by the “!I” symbol to indicate that the nature of
the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic. In such cases,
the standard errors—and any confidence intervals or significance tests involving these standard
errors—should be interpreted cautiously.

The reader is reminded that, as with findings from all surveys, NAEP results are subject to other
kinds of error, including the effects of imperfect adjustment for student and school nonresponse
and unknowable effects associated with the particular instrumentation and data collection
methods. Nonsampling errors can be attributed to a number of sources—inability to obtain
complete information about all selected schools in the sample (some students or schools refused
to participate, or students participated but answered only certain questions); ambiguous
definitions; differences in interpreting questions; inability or unwillingness to give correct
background information; mistakes in recording, coding, or scoring data; and other errors in
collecting, processing, sampling, and estimating missing data. The extent of nonsampling errors
is difficult to estimate and, because of their nature, the impact of such errors cannot be reflected
in the data-based estimates of uncertainty provided in NAEP reports.

! For further details, see Johnson, E. G., and Rust, K. F. (1992). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for
NAEP Data. Journal of Educational Statistics, 17(2), 175-190

Drawing Inferences from the Results

The reported statistics are estimates and are therefore subject to a measure of uncertainty. There
are two sources of such uncertainty. First, NAEP uses a sample of students rather than testing all
students. Second, all assessments have some amount of uncertainty related to the fact that they

cannot ask all questions that might be asked in a content area. The magnitude of this uncertainty
is reflected in the standard error of each of the estimates. When the percentages or average scale
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scores of certain groups are compared, the estimated standard error should be taken into account.
Therefore, the comparisons are based on statistical tests that consider the estimated standard
errors of those statistics and the magnitude of the difference among the averages or percentages.

For the data from this report, all the estimates have corresponding estimated standard errors of
the estimates. For example, the following tables show the average national public-school scale
score for the NAEP 1992-2003 national assessments and achievement-level results. In both
tables, estimated standard errors appear in parentheses next to each estimated scale score or
percentage. For the estimated standard errors corresponding to other data from this report, the
reader can go to the data tool on the NCES Web site at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata.

Average Reading Scale Scores and Standard Errors,
Grades 4 and 8 Public Schools: 1992-2003

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted
1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002 2003
Grade4  215(1.0) 212(1.1)* 215(0.8) 215(0.9)* = 215(1.0) 213(1.2)* 217(0.5) 216(0.3)
Grade 8  258(1.0)* 257(0.8)* 261(0.8) 261(0.8) 263(0.5)* 261(0.3)

--- Not available. Data were not collected at grade 8 in 2000.
* Significantly different from 2003.
NOTE: Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

In addition to allowing for accommodations, the accommodations-permitted results at grade 4 (1998-2000) differ
slightly from previous years, and from previous reported results for 1998 and 2000 due to changes in sample
weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2003 Reading
Assessments.
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Percentage of Students and Standard Errors, by Reading Achievement Level,
Grades 4 and 8 Public Schools: 1992-2003

Below Basic At Basic Ator a_b ove At or_a_bove
Basic Proficient
Grade 4
1992 40(1.1) 6(0.6) 60(1.1) 27(1.3)*
/Accommaodations 1994 41(1.1)* 7(0.7) 59(1.1)* 28(1.2)
not permitted 1998 39(1.0) 6(0.5) 61(1.0) 29(0.9)
2000 40(0.9) 7(0.6) 60(0.9) 30(1.0)
1998 42(1.3)* 6(0.5) 58(1.3)* 28(1.0)*
/Accommodations 2000 43(1.5)* 6(0.6) 57(1.5)* 28(1.2)
permitted 2002 38(0.5) 6(0.2)* 62(0.5) 30(0.5)
2003 38(0.3) 7(0.1) 62(0.3) 30(0.3)
Grade 8

. 1992 33(1.1)* 2(0.3) 67(1.1)* 27(1.1)*

ﬁgfogn?gzgons 1994 33(0.9)* 2(0.3) 67(0.9)* 27(0.9)*
P 1998 28(0.9) 2(0.4) 72(0.9) 31(0.9)

. 1998 29(0.8) 2(0.3) 71(0.8) 30(1.1)
Aecrcmfegdat'o”s 2002 26(0.5)* 2(0.2) 74(0.5)* 31(0.6)
P 2003 28(0.3) 3(0.1) 72(0.3) 30(0.1)
* Significantly different from 2003.

NOTE: Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

In addition to allowing for accommodations, the accommodations-permitted results at grade 4 (1998-2000) differ
slightly from previous years, and from previous reported results for 1998 and 2000 due to changes in sample
weighting procedures.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2003 Reading
/Assessments.

Using confidence intervals based on the standard errors provides a way to take into account the
uncertainty associated with sample estimates and to make inferences about the population
averages and percentages in a manner that reflects that uncertainty. An estimated sample average
scale score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors approximates a 95 percent confidence interval for
the corresponding population quantity. This statement means that one can conclude with an
approximately 95 percent level of confidence that the average performance of the entire
population of interest (e.g., all fourth-grade students in public schools) is within plus or minus
1.96 standard errors of the sample average.

For example, suppose that the average reading scale score of the students in a particular group
was 256 with an estimated standard error of 1.2. An approximately 95 percent confidence
interval for the population quantity would be as follows:

Average + 1.96 standard errors
256 +1.96 x 1.2
256 +2.4
(253.6, 258.4)
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Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent level of confidence that the average scale score for the
entire population of students in that group is between 253.6 and 258.4. It should be noted that
this example and the examples in the following sections are illustrative. More precise estimates
carried out to one or more decimal places are used in the actual analyses

Similar confidence intervals can be constructed for percentages, if the percentages are not
extremely large or extremely small. Extreme percentages should be interpreted with caution.
Adding or subtracting the standard errors associated with extreme percentages could cause the
confidence interval to exceed 100 percent or fall below 0 percent, resulting in numbers that are
not meaningful.

Analyzing Group Differences in Averages and Percentages

Statistical tests determine whether, based on the data from the groups in the sample, there is
strong enough evidence to conclude that the averages or percentages are actually different for
those groups in the population. If the evidence is strong (i.e., the difference is statistically
significant), the report describes the group averages or percentages as being different (e.g., one
group performed higher or lower than another group), regardless of whether the sample averages
or percentages appear to be approximately the same. The reader is cautioned to rely on the
results of the statistical tests rather than on the apparent magnitude of the difference between
sample averages or percentages when determining whether the sample differences are likely to
represent actual differences among the groups in the population.

To determine whether a real difference exists between the average scale scores (or percentages of
a certain attribute) for two groups in the population, one needs to obtain an estimate of the degree
of uncertainty associated with the difference between the averages (or percentages) of these
groups for the sample. This estimate of the degree of uncertainty, called the “standard error of
the difference” between the groups, is obtained by taking the square of each group’s standard
error, summing the squared standard errors, and taking the square root of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference =
SE, 5 =V(SE.2 + SE.?)

The standard error of the difference can be used, just like the standard error for an individual
group average or percentage, to help determine whether differences among groups in the
population are real. The difference between the averages or percentages of the two groups plus or
minus 1.96 standard errors of the difference represents an approximately 95 percent confidence
interval. If the resulting interval includes zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a real
difference between the groups in the population. If the interval does not contain zero, the
difference between the groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

The following example of comparing groups addresses the problem of determining whether the

average reading scale score of group A is higher than that of group B. The sample estimates of
the average scale scores and estimated standard errors are as follows:
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Group Average Standard
Scale Score Error
A 218 0.9
B 216 1.1

The difference between the estimates of the average scale scores of groups A and B is two points
(218-216). The estimated standard error of this difference is

Y(09274+1.17) =14

Thus, an approximately 95 percent confidence interval for this difference is plus or minus 1.96
standard errors of the difference:

2+1.96x 1.4
2+27
(-0.7, 4.7)

The value zero is within the confidence interval; therefore, there is insufficient evidence to
conclude that group A outperformed group B.

The procedure above is appropriate to use when it is reasonable to assume that the groups being
compared have been independently sampled for the assessment. Such an assumption is clearly
warranted when comparing results across assessment years (e.g., comparing the 2002 and 2003
results for a particular state or subgroup) or when comparing results for one state with another.
This is the approach used for NAEP reports when comparisons involving independent groups are
made. The assumption of independence is violated to some degree when comparing group results
for the nation or a particular state (e.g., comparing national 2003 results for males and females),
since these samples of students have been drawn from the same schools. The impact of this
violation of the independence assumption on the outcome of the statistical tests is assumed to be
small when the groups being compared do not share students (as is the case, for example,
comparing males and females), and NAEP, by convention, has, for computational convenience,
routinely applied the procedures described above to those cases as well.

When making comparisons of results for groups that share a considerable proportion of students
in common, it is not appropriate to ignore such dependencies. In such cases, NAEP has used
procedures appropriate to comparing dependent groups. When the dependence in group results is
due to the overlap in samples (e.g., when a subgroup is being compared to a total group), a
simple modification of the usual standard error of the difference formula can be used. The
formula for such cases is

SEa-subgop :"'r':SE%:u + SEgul:gu.p_ EDSEEUI:QULFII

where p is the proportion of the total group contained in the subgroup.! This formula was used
for this report when a state was compared to the aggregate nation or a school district was
compared to the entire state it belongs to.
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! Thisis a special form of the common formula for standard error of dependent samples. The standard formula
can be found, for example, in Kish, L. (1995). Survey Sampling. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.

Conducting Multiple Tests

The procedures used to determine whether group differences in the samples represent actual
differences among the groups in the population and the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g., a 95
percent confidence interval) are based on statistical theory that assumes that only one confidence
interval or test of statistical significance is being performed. However, there are times when
many different groups are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of confidence intervals are being
analyzed). In sets of confidence intervals, statistical theory indicates that the certainty associated
with the entire set of intervals is less than that attributable to each individual comparison from
the set. To hold the significance level for the set of comparisons at a particular level (e.g., 0.05),
standard methods must be adjusted by multiple comparison procedures.! One such procedure,
the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate (FDR) procedure, was used to control the
certainty level.?

Unlike other multiple comparison procedures that control the familywise error rate (i.e., the
probability of making even one false rejection in the set of comparisons), the FDR procedure
controls the expected proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses. Furthermore, the FDR procedure
used in NAEP is considered appropriately less conservative than familywise procedures for large
families of comparisons.? Therefore, the FDR procedure is more suitable for multiple
comparisons in NAEP than other procedures.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is used, consider the comparisons of current and previous
years’ average scale scores for the five groups presented in the following table. The test statistic
shown is the difference in average scale scores divided by the estimated standard error of the
difference. (Rounding of the data occurs after the test is done.)

Example of False Discovery Rate Comparisons of
Average Scale Scores for Different Groups of Students

Previous year Current year Previous year and current year
Average Standard Average Standard Difference Standard Test Percent
scale scale . error of o .
error error in averages : Statistic  confidence*

score score difference
Group 1 224 1.3 226 1.0 2.08 1.62 1.29 20
Group 2 187 1.7 193 1.7 6.31 2.36 2.68 1
Group 3 191 2.6 197 1.7 6.63 3.08 2.15 4
Group 4 229 4.4 232 4.6 3.24 6.35 0.51 62
Group 5 201 3.4 196 4.7 -5.51 5.81 -0.95 35

* The percent confidence is 2(1-F(x)), where F(x) is the cumulative distribution of the t-distribution with the degrees of freedom
adjusted to reflect the complexities of the sample design.
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The difference in average scale scores and its estimated standard error can be used to find an
approximately 95 percent confidence interval or they can be used to identify a confidence
percentage. The confidence percentage for the test statistics is identified from statistical tables.
The significance level from the statistical tables can be directly compared to 100 - 95=5
percent.

If the comparison of average scale scores across two years was made for only one of the five
groups, there would be a significant difference between the average scale scores for the two
years at a significance level of less than 5 percent. However, because we are interested in the
difference in average scale scores across the two years for all five of the groups, comparing each
of the significance levels to 5 percent is not adequate. Groups of students defined by shared
characteristics, such as racial/ethnic groups, are treated as sets or families when making
comparisons. However, comparisons of average scale scores for each pair of years were treated
separately, so the steps described in this example would be replicated for the comparison of other
current and previous year average scale scores.

Using the FDR procedure to take into account that all comparisons are of interest to us, the
percents of confidence in the example are ordered from largest to smallest: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1.
In the FDR procedure, 62 percent confidence for the group 4 comparison would be compared to
5 percent; 35 percent for the group 5 comparison would be compared to 0.05 x (5-1)/5=0.04=4
percent;* 20 percent for the group 1 comparison would be compared to 0.05 x (5-2)/5=0.03=3
percent; 4 percent for the group 3 comparison would be compared to 0.05 x (5-3)/5=0.02=2
percent; and 1 percent for the group 2 comparison (actually slightly smaller than 1 prior to
rounding) would be compared to 0.05 x (5-4)/5=0.01=1 percent. The procedure stops with the
first contrast found to be significant. The last of these comparisons is the only one for which the
percent confidence is smaller than the FDR procedure value. The difference between the current
year’s and previous years’ average scale scores for the group 2 students is significant; for all of
the other groups, average scale scores for current and previous year are not significantly different
from one another. In practice, a very small number of counterintuitive results occur when the
FDR procedures are used to examine between-year differences in subgroup results by
jurisdiction. In those cases, results were not included in this report.

! Miller, R. G. (1981). Simultaneous Statistical Inference (2nd ed.). New York: Springer-Verlag.

2 Benjamini, Y., and Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful
Approach to Multiple Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, no. 1, 289-300.

*Williams, V. S. L., Jones, L. V., and Tukey, J. W. (1999). Controlling Error in Multiple Comparisons with
Examples From State-to-State Differences in Educational Achievement. Journal of Educational and Behavioral
Statistics, 24(1), 42-69.

* The level of confidence times the number of comparisons minus one divided by the number of comparisons, or
0.05 x (5-1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent.

Understanding NAEP Reporting Groups
NAEP results are provided for groups of students defined by shared characteristics—gender, race
or ethnicity, school’s type of location, and eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch. Based

on participation rate criteria, results are reported for subpopulations only when sufficient
numbers of students and adequate school representation are present. The minimum requirement
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is at least 62 students in a particular subgroup from at least five primary sampling units (PSUs)."
However, the data for all students, regardless of whether their subgroup was reported separately,
were included in computing overall results. Definitions of the subpopulations are presented
below.

Gender: Results are reported separately for males and females.

Race/Ethnicity: In all NAEP assessments, data about student race/ethnicity is collected from
two sources: school records and student self-reports. Prior to 2002, NAEP used students’ self-
reported race as the primary race/ethnicity reporting variable. Starting in 2002, the race/ethnicity
variable presented in NAEP reports is based on the race reported by the school. When school-
recorded information is missing, student-reported data are used to determine race/ethnicity. The
mutually exclusive racial/ethnic categories were White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander,
American Indian (including Alaska Native), and Other. Information based on student self-
reported race/ethnicity is available on the NAEP Data Tool
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/).

Type of Location: Results from the 2003 assessment are reported for students attending schools
in three mutually exclusive location types: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/ small
town.

Central city: Following standard definitions established by the Federal Office of Management
and Budget, the U.S. Census Bureau (see http://www.census.gov/) defines “central city” as the
largest city of a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or a Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical
Area (CMSA). Typically, an MSA contains a city with a population of at least 50,000 and
includes its adjacent areas. An MSA becomes a CMSA if it meets the requirements to qualify as
a metropolitan statistical area, has a population of 1,000,000 or more, its component parts are
recognized as primary metropolitan statistical areas, and local opinion favors the designation. In
the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) locale codes are assigned to schools. For the definition
of central city used in this report, two locale codes of the survey are combined. The definition of
each school’s type of location is determined by the size of the place where the school is located
and whether or not it is in an MSA or CMSA. School locale codes are assigned by the U.S.
Census Bureau (see http://www.census.gov/). For the definition of central city NAEP reporting
uses data from two CCD locale codes: large city (a central city of an MSA or CMSA with the
city having a population greater than or equal to 25,000) and midsize city (a central city of an
MSA or CMSA having a population less than 25,000). Central city is a geographical term and is
not synonymous with “inner city.”

Urban fringe/large town: The urban fringe category includes any incorporated place, census
designated place, or non-place territory within a CMSA or MSA of a large or midsized city and
defined as urban by the U.S. Census Bureau, but which does not qualify as central city. A large
town is defined as a place outside a CMSA or MSA with a population greater than or equal to
25,000.
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Rural/small town: Rural includes all places and areas with populations of less than 2,500 that are
classified as rural by the U.S. Census Bureau. A small town is defined as a place outside a
CMSA or MSA with a population of less than 25,000, but greater than or equal to 2,500.

Results for each type of location are only compared across years 2000 and after. This is due to
new methods used by NCES to identify the type of location assigned to each school in the
Common Core of Data (CCD). The new methods were put into place by NCES in order to
improve the quality of the assignments, and they take into account more information about the
exact physical location of the school. The variable was revised in NAEP beginning with the 2000
assessments.

Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch: As part of the Department of Agriculture’s
National School Lunch Program, schools can receive cash subsidies and donated commodities in
turn for offering free or reduced-price lunches to eligible children. Based on available school
records, students were classified as either currently eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch
or not eligible. Eligibility for the program is determined by students’ family income in relation to
the federally established poverty level. Free lunch qualification is set at 130 percent of the
poverty level, and reduced-price lunch qualification is set at 170 percent of the poverty level.
Additional information on eligibility may be found at the Department of Agriculture Web site
(http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/lunch/). The classification applies only to the school year when the
assessment was administered (i.e., the 2002-03 school year) and is not based on eligibility in
previous years. If school records were not available, the student was classified as “Information
not available.” If the school did not participate in the program, all students in that school were
classified as “Information not available.”

! For the national NAEP assessments prior to 2002, a PSU is a selected geographic region (a county, group of
counties, or metropolitan statistical area). Since 2002, the first-stage sampling units are schools (public and
nonpublic) in the selection of the combined sample.
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APPENDIX B

Sample Questions from the NAEP 2003 Reading Assessment

This appendix presents sample questions from the NAEP 2003 reading assessment that have
been released to the public. The correct answers for the multiple-choice questions are marked.
Additional sample questions from the NAEP 2003 reading assessment, as well as earlier
assessments, may be found on the Web site of the National Center for Education Statistics,
United States Department of Education, at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/itmrls/.

Grade 4 Sample Passage: Reading for Information

Watch Out for Wombats!
By Carolina Arnold

As we rode along the highway sixty miles northeast of Adelaide, Australia, a diamond-shaped
sign suddenly loomed ahead. Watch Out for Wombats, it warned. We peered into the sparse
scrub along the roadside and searched for the brown furry animals. In the distance we spotted a
mob of red kangaroos bouncing out of sight, and near the road a crowlike bird called a
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currawong was perched, but nowhere did we see any wombats. However, we later found out that
this was not surprising because we were traveling during midday, and wombats are active mostly
at night. It wasn’t until we visited the animal reserve that we finally saw our first wombat and
learned more about this funny-looking creature.

We found that there are two types of wombats in Australia: the hairy-nosed wombat, which lives
in Queensland and South Australia, and the coarse-haired wombat, which lives along the
southeast coast. Both have soft brown fur, short ears, and thick-set bodies. They are said to
resemble North American badgers. The hairy-nosed wombat is smaller and has pointier ears
compared to its coarse-haired cousin; otherwise they are very much alike.

In many ways the wombat is similar to another Australian native, the koala. Like koalas,
wombats have strong forelimbs and powerful claws. But instead of using its claws to cling to
high tree branches as the koala does, the wombat digs large underground burrows. These
burrows are usually nine to fifteen feet across, but they can be enormous--sometimes as long as
ninety feet. One end of the burrow is used as a sleeping area--there the wombat builds a nest
made of bark.

The wombat is a vegetarian, so it also uses its mighty claws to tear up grasses and roots for its
food. A mother wombat will pull out single stems of grass and lay them on the ground so her
young wombat can eat the tender bases. The wombat’s teeth, which grow throughout its life, are
sharp and ideal for cutting and tearing.

When a mother wombat gives birth, she never has to worry about finding a baby-sitter--she
simply carries her baby along with her. Like most mammals in Australia, wombats are
marsupials. A baby wombat is born at a very early stage of development and lives in its mother’s
pouch until it is old enough to survive on its own.

Wombats have only one baby at a time, usually during the Australian winter months, May to
July. A baby wombat is called a joey. At birth the tiny joey--barely an inch long--uses its
forelimbs to pull itself along its mother’s underside to get into her pouch, where it will be kept
warm, protected, and fed.
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Marsupials, like all mammals, are nourished by their mothers’ milk. The nipples that supply the
milk are inside the pouch. Once inside, the wombat joey finds a nipple and grabs it. The nipple
then swells up in the baby’s mouth, providing a firm hold and a steady supply of food. The joey
stays in its mother’s pouch for the next four months and grows rapidly.

Most marsupials have pouches which open upward when the animal is standing. However, both
koalas and wombats have pouches which face downwards. A strong muscle keeps the pouch
tightly closed and prevents the young wombat or koala from falling out. An advantage of the
downward-opening pouch for wombats is that dirt is less likely to get inside when the wombat is
burrowing.

The wombat is a shy and gentle animal. But even if you lived in Australia and were willing to
keep watch during the nighttime hours, it would be difficult to get to know one. As more and
more people move into territories in which wombats live, they destroy the wombat’s burrows
and food supplies. In some areas where the wombat was once plentiful, it is now almost extinct.
Animal reserves have been set up recently to protect the wombat. Perhaps with a little help these
friendly creatures will again prosper and multiply. The next time we drive through Australia, we
really may have to Watch Out for Wombats!

Grade 4 Sample Question: “Watch Out for Wombats!”

This article mostly describes how

(A) the wombat’s special body parts help it to grow and live*
(B) highway signs help to save the wombat

(C) the wombat is like the koala and the North American badger
(D) wombats feed and raise their young

NAEP context for reading: reading for information

NAEP aspect of reading: forming a general understanding

Percentage
Correct
Nation 37
South Carolina 38

* correct answer
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Grade 4 Sample Passage: Reading for Literary Experience

The River
Based on a true story
By Yetti Frenkel

“Sh,” whispered Elisa. “I think she’s coming!”

Elisa and Cory stifled their giggles and crouched behind the pine tree. Peeping out through the
snow-covered branches, the children held their breath and listened for the tinkle of Minnie’s
collar as the old dog tried to find their hiding place. It was usually the hound’s favorite game, but
today the only sounds the children heard were the wind whistling softly across the frozen snow
and ice cracking on the river.

Cory shivered with cold. “I wonder where she is,” he said. “I hope she isn’t off chasing a deer.”

Elisa snorted. “Minnie’s too lame for that. | bet she went home to wait where it’s nice and
warm.”

Cory looked doubtful. “She wouldn’t go home without us,” he said. “Maybe she got ahead, and
we didn’t notice. Let’s go to the bridge and see if she’s there.”

They started down the trail at a quick pace, glad to be moving again. The bare branches of the
trees rattled forlornly as they tramped through the frozen snow.

Elisa struggled hard to keep up with her older brother. “Wouldn’t it be easier to walk on the ice
on the river?” she called to him.

Cory slowed his pace and waited for her to catch up. “It’s too dangerous,” he said. “The water is
still flowing underneath, and the ice is thin. We might fall through.” He held out a mittened
hand. “I’ll help you.”

“No, thanks,” said Elisa stubbornly. “I can keep up.” But she was secretly glad when Cory
walked beside her until they reached the bridge.

The old wooden bridge spanned the widest part of the river. In summer they often came here to
fish or lie in the sun, but now it was a desolate, wind-swept place. They could hear the water
gurgling softly beneath the ice as they looked out over the railing, hoping to glimpse Minnie
walking along the bank.

Cory cupped his hands to his mouth and called, “Minnie, Min-nie!” His voice echoed back to
him from the lonely woods. “I don’t see her, Elisa. Do you?” he asked.

Just then Elisa gave a startled cry, and Cory turned sharply to see Minnie ten feet from shore.
The old dog had fallen through the ice and was paddling in desperate circles.
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“Hang on, Minnie, I’m coming!” Cory cried, racing toward the river. Elisa was already ahead of
him, pulling off her coat, scarf, and mittens, ready to plunge in and save her dog. Blinded by
tears, she stumbled out onto the ice.

Cory caught up with her and pulled her back. “Do you want to drown yourself?” he shouted. His
face was white as he held out the warm clothes she’d dropped. “Put these back on and let me
think of something.” He looked grimly at the river.

Elisa sobbed as she struggled into her coat. “You can save her, can’t you, Cory? She won’t die,
will she?”

“Of course not,” he said, wishing he felt as confident as he was trying to sound.

The sight of her masters had given Minnie new hope, and she managed to get her front paws up
on the ice. She scratched and clawed frantically at the slippery surface, but her hind legs were
too arthritic to be of much help. For a moment her frightened brown eyes met Cory’s, then she
slipped back into the icy water and began wearily swimming once more.

Cory searched the bank until he found a long, twisted branch. Holding it firmly, he maneuvered
the end until he had it hooked under Minnie’s collar. “C’mon, girl,” he said to the tired dog. She
heaved her front paws onto the ice and struggled desperately while he tried to help her by pulling
on the branch. But frost and moisture had made the wood brittle, and it snapped almost
immediately. Once more Minnie struck out swimming, but now her head was barely above the
surface of the water.

A terrible thought crossed Cory’s mind - Minnie was going to drown before their eyes. It’s not
fair, he thought. Why doesn’t someone come along to help us? He scanned the woods for a game
warden or hunter, but saw no one. The woods were dark and silent, waiting. “I don’t know what
to do,” he said, frightened.

“l know what to do,” cried Elisa. “I’m going to help her!”

Once again Cory grabbed his sister’s arm to prevent her from going out onto the ice. She bit and
kicked at him like a small fury as tears of frustration ran down her cheeks.

“Listen to me!” yelled Cory. “I thought of something, but I need your help.” Elisa wiped the
tears from her face. “I’m going to lie down on the ice and try to crawl to Minnie. You lie down
behind me and hold my ankles. Don’t let go, no matter what, and don’t stand up. Understand?”
Elisa nodded, sniffling.

Cory lay on the ice so that his weight would be distributed more evenly and there would be less
chance of breaking through. He felt Elisa’s hands close around his ankles. As he inched his way
forward, he could hear the water rushing beneath the ice. A few feet in front of him was the deep
green hole where the dog had broken through. Cory’s heart pounded with fear, but he bit his lip
and kept going. At last he reached the edge of the hole and threw his arms around Minnie’s neck.
It felt reassuring to have a hold on her, but he soon realized that there was little else he could do.
The ice was slippery, and every time he tried to pull her out, he began to slide forward himself.
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“Have you got her?” called Elisa anxiously.

“Yes,” Cory yelled over his shoulder, “but | can’t” - Before he could explain, he found himself
being pulled back across the ice with Minnie in his arms. He looked around in amazement,
expecting to see a big man with a broad grin standing behind him, but there was only his sturdy
little sister, laughing and crawling over the ice to throw her arms around the shivering dog. “How
did you ever do that?” cried Cory. “You’re not that strong!” Then as Minnie, tail wagging
wildly, began to lick his face, he saw what had happened.

Elisa had put her wool coat down on the ice to protect her from the cold. The warmth of her body
lying on the top of it had made the wool fibers stick firmly to the ice so that when she pulled on
Cory’s legs, he slipped across the surface to her as easily as a cork popping from a bottle.

Cory grinned in admiration. “You sure are one smart little sister!” he said, tousling her hair. He
took off his plaid shirt and dried Minnie with it. “It’s a good thing we were all together today,”
he said to the old dog softly as he rubbed her lopsided ears. She wagged her tail in agreement,
and the three hurried toward the warmth of home without looking back.

Copyright © 1992 Yetti Frenkel
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Grade 4 Sample Question: “The River”

What was one of the most important lessons that Cory and Elisa learned from their experience?

NAEP context for reading: reading for literary experience

NAEP aspect of reading: developing interpretation

Constructed-Response Results for Grade 4 Sample Question

Percentage Full Percentage Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
. Partial/Surface Little/No . .
Comprehension . . Omitted Off-task Missing
Comprehension | Comprehension
Nation 28 49 20 3 —* 3
South Carolina 27 46 24 2 —* 3

* Percentage rounds to 0.
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Grade 8 Sample Passage: Reading to Perform a Task

BARGAIN BASEMENT
$25 and under

AIR CONDITIONER - Fedders, large works $25. 555-1076
ALL KINDS OF GOLF CLUBS - $20. after 3PM. 555-5507
ANTIQUE WARDROBE - Needs It. work. 1st $25. 555-1326
ASSORTED SZS $25. WINDOWS & DOORS - $25. 555-8261
BEACH UMBRELLAS - $5/each. 555-7092

BED FRAME - Twin or Full size $15. 555-0572

BIKE RACK - $20, cot $10. call 555-7640

BIKE - Boys $25 electricians supplies $5-25. 555-7797

BIKE - Girls 16" Schwinn VG Cond. $25. 555-9724
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BLACK & WHITE TV - 20" good cond. $25. 555-2924
BLACK LEATHER ROLL CAGE COVERS - $25. 555-8109
BMX - Free Style Bike nice $25. Call 555-2124

BOOKS PAPER BACKS - & hard covers. $.15 - $1. 555-0750
BOWLING BALL - w/leather bag $25. 555-1138

$25 and under

BOYS SUIT JACKETS - One brown I blue sz. 12 $10. 555-0608
BRASS TONE HEADBOARD - & bedframe $20. 555-4783
BRICK FLOWER BED EDGING - $1/ea rug braided. 555-6988
BUSHINGS - Polyurethane shock boot $1.50. 555-8109

CAKE PLATE - 50th anniv. gold trim Nu $12. 555-8011

CAN OPENER - Rival under the counter $5. 555-4707
CEILING FAN - New 52" white $20. 555-6376

CHANGING TABLE - $10. potty $3., vaporizer $3. 555-2005
COFFEE DECANTERS - Glass $2 new, have 5. 555-0688
COUCH - Early American nice $20. 555-2145

CURTAINS - Sheers 108x84 white $20. 555-6376

DESERT STORM - Series 2 and 3 $12 per box. 555-7093
DESERT STORM - Series 1 cards $12 per box. 555-7093

$25 and under

DICK CEPEK BLACK LIGHT BAR - $15 new. 555-8109
ELEC. MOWER - $15 good outdoor chairs $2. 555-6104
ELECTRIC FENCE ITEMS - Poles battery case etc. $25. 555-0490
FARBER ELECTRIC BROILER - $15. 555-4783

FLOOR TILE - Armstrong white 1 box $4. 555-6962
FLOOR JACK - 6 ft. hght $10. call 555-5034

FORMICA - 2' x 2' $.25/each 2' x 4' $.50 colors. 555-8597
FREE FIREWOOD - Call 555-1823

FREE ORANGE KITTEN - (1). call 555-8392

FREE RABBIT HUTCH - Free standing 2' x 7'. 555-6711
FUEL OIL TANK - Inside, 275 gallon, $25. 555-9604
GARAGE DOOR OPENER - For parts $7. 555-6911

GAS CAN - 5 gallon $10. call 555-3724

$25 and under

GOLF CART - Like new. $20. Call after 3PM. 555-5507

GOLF BAG - & Irons 3, 2, 9, $25. 555-7092

GOLF BALLS - 2 dz. putters, sand wedge $10. 555-3575
HAIR SALON FURNITURE - Free. 555-8109

HEPA FILTER - 12 x 12 $25. Call 555-6127

HIGH CHAIR - $25. Century windup swing $5. 555-0559
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HOSE - For sump pump new 13 ft. $6. 555-5434

HOSTA - $.25 up, CORAL BELLES. Flowering Cabbage Plants, $1. 555-2445
INSULATION - 6" x 15" fiberglass $8. roll. 555-1017 after 6 p.m.

JACK NICKLAUS GOLF CLUBS - $25. after 3 PM 555-5507

JEAN JACKETS - Med. was $75 only $25. 555-0608

LADIES BETTER DRESSES - size 9-12, $2. 555-0750

LADIES BETTER DRESSES - size 9-12, $2. 555-0750

$25 and under

LADIES BETTER DRESSES - size 9-12, $2. 555-0750
LAMPS - Pictures Mr. Coffee Broiler $1. up. 555-3575

LAMPS - 2 $15/each 1 crib & mattress $20. 555-0567

LAWN MOWER - 22" push rotary $20. 555-1457

LEATHER ROLL CAGE COVERS - Brand new $25. 555-8109
LESTOIL SPRAY FLOOR CLEANER - $12 a case 555-4707
LIGHT FIXTURES - Bath, dining, foyer, kitchen. Total of 8. $5-$20 ea. 555-7503
LOCK - Shalage entry brush aluminum $12. 555-5434
LONDON FOG COAT - W/lining egg shell $25. 555-5434
MAPLE BOARDS - $2. a Sq.Ft. 1"2"3". Call 555-1822
MECHANIC’S CREEPER - & Jack stands $25. 555-6127
MEDICINE CABINET - $5. Call 555-0572

$25 and under

MINI BLINDS - Shade white 60W $15. Call 555-8640

MOTOR FURNACE - 1/4 H.P. A-1 Delco $20. 555-1138

MOWER - Push type 18 Craftsman $20. Good cond. 555-0958
NEW DOORS - Prhng. &blrd $25. Also new locks $3.50 555-0572
PAINTERS TOOLS - Work bag & clothes. $1-$5/ea. Call 555-7503
PATIO TILE - In/out 6x6 new terra-cotta 21A¢. 555-1544

PING PONG TABLE - Official size V. good, $25. 555-4987
PLAYPEN - $10. Please call 555-1915

PORT. TV - BW 6" $15, record player $10/bo. 555-3575

ROLLER - 30" x 12" concrete filled, $25. 555-6040

RUG RUNNER BRAIDED - Mauve 29"W x 11'L $20. 555-4101
SALTON ELECTRIC WARMER SERVING CART - $25. 555-4283
SCHWINN STINGRAY - $20. ladies 26" $25. 555-7456

$25 and under

SCREWS - Black type 2"& 2 1/2" 13 Ibs. $25. 555-5434

SEARS MOWERS - Mechanics special pair $25. 555-3432
SHEETMOSS - 1/2 box to line wire basket, $13. 555-0234
SHORTS - 25 pair girls, some new sz. 12, $15. 555-0627
SILVERPLATE PLATTER - $20. 8mm movie camera. 555-7456
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SKATES - In line roller like new $20/bo. 555-6009
SOFA BED - Sleeps (2) good $25. After 6, 555-1159
STORM DOOR - Screen 80 x 35 3/4, $25. 555-1138
STREET HOCKEY NET - $10 new in box. 555-1660
TABLE - Wrought Iron round 38", $25. 555-8380
TALL END TABLE - lamp & shade $15. 555-0750
TENT - 9x9 umbrella exc. cond., $25. 555-2674
TIRES - P235/75R15 on GM rims $20/ea. 555-6296

$25 and under

TIRES - On rims Ford Ranger pair $25. 555-3432

TRAILER HITCH - $20/bo. Call 555-5038

TRX CYCLE - For child old $20. 555-5038 good.

TYPEWRITERS - Elec, manual, $10. & $5. Port. Singer sew. mach. $15. 555-0219
VACUUM - Canister style, good $25. 555-7456

VACUUM - Hoover Canister $25. all attach. 555-8428

WARN WINCH FRONT BUMPER - Black $25. 555-8109

WATER LILLIES - Variety comanche $15. 555-2569

WINDOW FAN - 18- wislides $25. 555-2660

WINDSHIELD - 71'-75' caddy CPE, $25. 555-6296

$26 to $100

6 NEW CABLE REMOTES - For TKR box $35/ea. 555-3950
AIR CONDITIONER CASEMENT WINDOW - $100 firm. 555-5422
BED - 4 poster maple $50, cushion patio set, $70. 555-8876

$26 to $100

BEDROOM FURN. - 1940’s waterfall col, wardrobe clos, dresser/ngtstnd, nds. refin, $65. 555-
7503

BIKE - Ladies Schwinn 10spd., 24", $75. exc. cond. 555-9571

BIKE - 26 3 speed runs OK 1st $50. after 3PM 555-7154

CAMARO THM350 MALIBU - THM 350 $75. 555-2135 Iv. msg.
CHAIR - Stratlounger excel. cond., $75. 555-5434

COLOR TV’S - 2. 15" and 17". $80 and $90. Call anytime. 555-6373
DRAFTING TABLE - Lamp & chair $60. 555-9389

EXERCISE BIKE - White, Ik. new, $65. Call Michael 555-2503
FORD C-4 AUTO TRANS - $75. Call 555-0140

GAS STOVE - 30" glass door, good cond. $100. 555-0958

GOLF CLUB SET - Irons, woods, bag, $85. 555-7258

GRATEFUL DEAD TICKETS - (6) great seats $65/ea. 555-1377
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$26 to $100

HAYWARD EARTH FILTER - 3/4 hp. asking $100. Call 555-5547

HEALTH MEMBERSHIP - Hamilton Fitness Club, $100. Call 10-8 555-7223

LAWN MOWERS - $25/up. A-1 cond. Call 555-9232

LAWNMOWER - Lawnboy, 21" self prop. $75. 555-5147

LAWNMOWER - 21" self-prop. rear bag $90. 555-8428

MEN 12 SPD BIKE - $55, brand new. Baby monitor, $20. Wood high chair, $275.00 555-1561
MOVING - Computer hutch, $35. Call John in Lawrenceville. 555-8083

MOWER - Gas 21 Briggs runs good $55. 3-6PM 555-7154

$26 to $100

POSTAGE STAMP COLLECTION - Mostly U.S. $50. 555-9505

REDWOOD - 48" round table 3 benches, $50. 555-0233

REFRIG. - Washer, dryer-stove $90/bo good. 555-0076

REFRIGERATOR - Good. cond. $100. LIPTON MICROWAVE, $50. 555-2640
REFRIGERATOR - Large sideXside $95. 555-3592

REMOTE PLANE - & all to fly $100/bo Dennis. 555-1321

SEGA GENESIS GAMES - $30 ea. Like new. Call Steve at 555-6153 afternoons & eves.
SKIER ROWER - Good cond. $80. Call 555-9581

SMITH CORONA - electronic typewriter, new $75. 555-7384 $26 to 100

SOFA - $100, Chair $50, kitchen table $10. 555-2152

SOFA - Chair ottoman, blue flowered, $100. 555-3220

SOFABED - Like new, beige, blues, browns $89. 555-6806

STEREO - HI-FI Cabinet type, 8-track AM/FM, $40. 555-4987

TABLE & 4 CHAIRS - Glass & oak top, $65. 555-9389

TATUNG MONITOR - $40. Call 555-5383

TENT - 2 person yellow/teal canvas, no flr, but incl. 2 infl. mattr, $30. 555-7503
TYPEWRITER - Electric, $40. Smith-Corona 555-8428

YAMAHA 500 DIRTBIKE - Not Running, $100. Call 555-9332
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BARGAIN BASEMENT

I Use this coupon for iy
| items over 25 but not G"Aﬂj
more than 100

3 DAYS FOR 51

We'll insert your classified ad for 3 consec-
utive days im the BARGAIN BASEMENT
saction. To qualify, the advertised item must
be over $25 but not more than $100 and each
item must be priced. Enclose check or money
order with coupon.

Instructions:
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FOR FREE |!tems must be 325 or less

Follow the abave instrections & mail ve thin coupan te imiert your free ad for J conietutive
dayi in rthe BARGAIN BASEMENT iettion. The odvertised irem must be §15 oo levs ond eoch
iterm muwst be priced.
31 ads mnd free ads accepled only on this coupdn. 51 ads and free ads will not be
accepled by phone. Mo cancelations or refunds. Coupons also available at the
CLASSIFIED Counter of The Times. The Times reserved (he right 10 limil the guan-
lity ol free B8 in any given pubhcation,

Mai 1o: The Twnes Newspaper, BARGAIN BASEMENT, PO, Box 847, Trenign, N J 08603
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Grade 8 Sample Question: “Bargain Basement”

The Bargain Basement ads are divided into sections identified by the headings “$25 and under”
and “$26 to $100.” Suggest another way that this information could be organized and what the
advantages would be.
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NAEP context for reading: reading to perform a task

NAEP aspect of reading: examining content and structure

Constructed-Response Results for Grade 8 Sample Question

Percentage Full Percentage Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
Comprehension Partial/Surface Little/No Omitted Off-Task Missing
Comprehension | Comprehension
Nation 43 31 20 5 1 —
South Carolina 31 36 28 4 —* —*

* Percentage rounds to 0.
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Where to Find More Information

The NAEP Reading Assessment

The latest news about the NAEP 2003 reading assessment and the national results can be found
on the NAEP Web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/results/. The individual
snapshot reports for each participating state and other jurisdictions are also available in the state
results section of the Web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/. The Nation’s
Report Card: Reading Highlights 2003 may be ordered or downloaded from the NAEP Web site.
The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2003 will be available at the NAEP Web site in 2004. The
Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Progress, on which this
assessment is based, is available at the Internet address http://www.nagb.org/pubs/read_fw_03
.pdf.

Additional Results from the Reading Assessment

For more findings from the 2003 reading assessments, refer to the NAEP 2003 results at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/. The interactive database at this site includes
student, teacher, and school variables for all participating states and other jurisdictions, the
nation, and the four regions. Data tables are also available for each jurisdiction, with all
background questions cross-tabulated with the major demographic variables.

Technical Documentation

For explanations of NAEP survey procedures see Allen, N. L., Donoghue, J. R., and Schoeps, T.
L. (2001). The NAEP 1998 Technical Report. (NCES 2001-509). Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for
Education Statistics. Technical information may also be found on the NAEP Web site
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/results2003/interpret-results.asp).
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http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/results2003/interpret-results.asp

Publications on the inclusion of students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient
students:

Olson, J. F., and Goldstein, A. A. (1997). The Inclusion of Students with Disabilities and Limited
English Proficient Students in Large-Scale Assessments: A Summary of Recent Progress (NCES
97-482). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.

Mazzeo, J., Carlson, J. E., Voelkl, K. E., and Lutkus, A. D. (2000). Increasing the Participation
of Special-Needs Students in NAEP: A Report on 1998 Research Activities (NCES 2000-473).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.

Lutkus, A. D., and Mazzeo, J. (2003). Including Special-Needs Students in the NAEP 1998
Reading Assessment, Part I: Comparison of Overall Results With and Without Accommodations
(NCES 2003-467). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education
Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics.

Lutkus, A. D. (forthcoming). Including Special-Needs Students in the NAEP 1998 Reading
Assessment, Part 11: Results for Students with Disabilities and Limited English Proficient
Students (NCES 2003-468). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of
Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics.

To Order Publications

Recent NAEP publications related to reading are listed on the reading page of the NAEP Web
site and are available electronically. Publications can also be ordered from:

Education Publications Center (ED Pubs)
U.S. Department of Education

P.O. Box 1398

Jessup, MD 20794-1398

Call toll free: 1-877-4ED PUBS (1-877-433-7827)
TTY/TDD: 1-877-576-7734
FAX: 1-301-470-1244

The NAEP State Report Generator was developed for the NAEP 2003 reports by Phillip Leung,
Jilei Yin, Julian Rosse, Paul Gazzillo, Mike Narcowich, Nancy Mead, Anthony Lutkus, Forton
Wimbush, Arlene Weiner, and Patricia Hamill.

The U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for
Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has provided
software that generated user-selectable data, statistical significance test result statements,
and technical descriptions of the NAEP assessments for this report. Content has been added
by the state of South Carolina. This document, therefore, is not an official publication of the
National Center for Education Statistics.
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Suggested Citation:

The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2003 Results for South Carolina. Columbia: South
Carolina Department of Education, 2006.
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